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Visitors to parks and protected areas (PPAs) engage in a variety of activities and 
choose different modes of travel, especially when the location itself has few limitations, 
such as open-water, dispersed settings with relatively few backcountry visitors. Managers 
must understand visitor motivations and experience quality in order to offer appropriate 
and meaningful opportunities. This study seeks to better understand visitor motivations 
and potential differences across activity types, to develop and measure effective 
indicators for evaluating the quality of visitor experiences, and to explore these visitor 
dimensions through a longitudinal scope of 40 years. This study contributes to current 
literature by exploring visitor dimensions with a historical perspective in a unique 
geographic area, where the majority of recreation occurs in an open-water, dispersed 
environment. Visitor intercept surveys were conducted for six different visitor groups, 
measuring motivations and experience quality. A principal component factor analysis 
resulted in eight visitor motivations, followed by a K-means cluster analysis creating 




reported high quality experiences, which was further supported by reports of limited 
detractions. Results suggest that although both motivations and experience quality 
statistically differed between activity types, the differences are subtle and should 
therefore be managed accordingly. Historical comparisons confirm that decades later 
visitors continue to be motivated by opportunities to experience glaciers, solitude, and 
natural connection and renewal; litter, cruise ships and propeller-driven aircrafts continue 
to be the main social factors detracting from the visitor’s overall experience; and visitors 
are shifting to older, highly educated, wealthy travelers. 





Current and Historic Visitor Experiences in Coastal Alaskan Wilderness: Visitor 
Motivations and Experience Quality in Glacier Bay National Park & Preserve 
Gabriella R. Furr 
Visitors to parks and protected areas (PPAs) engage in a variety of activities and 
choose different modes of travel, especially when the location itself has few limitations, 
such as open-water settings with relatively few backcountry visitors. Managers must 
understand why visitors are recreating in a particular place and the quality of their 
experiences in order to offer appropriate and meaningful opportunities. This study seeks 
to better understand visitor motivations (the “why”), to develop and measure effective 
indicators for evaluating the quality of visitor experiences, and to contextualize these 
findings with a unique investigation of historical Glacier Bay National Park data. This 
study contributes to current literature by exploring visitor dimensions in a coastal 
Alaskan park. Visitor intercept surveys were conducted for six different visitor groups. 
Several statistical analyses were completed, resulting in eight visitor motivations, a three-
group clustering of visitors based on their motivations, and an overall report of high-
quality experiences. Historical comparisons confirm that decades later visitors continue 
to be motivated by opportunities to experience glaciers, solitude, and natural connection 
and renewal; litter, cruise ships and propeller-driven aircrafts continue to be the main 
social factors detracting from the visitor’s overall experience; and visitors are shifting to 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
Introduction 
Visitation to parks and protected areas (PPAs) worldwide has been on the rise for 
decades and continues to increase (Machlis & Tichnell, 2019). When there is an increase 
in visitation, there is often natural resource degradation and the potential for negative 
impacts on visitor experiences (Hammitt, Cole, & Monz, 2015; Manning & Krymkowski, 
2010). Therefore, a balance must be determined between protecting the naturalness of 
PPAs, while also providing meaningful visitor experiences (Moore, Rodger, & Taplin, 
2015; Newsome, Moore, & Dowling, 2012). In order to manage PPAs accordingly, 
understanding who the visitors are, their motivations, and the overall quality of their 
experience will help inform management decisions regarding potential social and 
resource impacts.  
With a variety of user groups visiting recreational areas, there are many factors 
(e.g. socio-demographic characteristics) that influence visitor behavior. Two essential 
elements that impact recreationist behavior are motivations and satisfaction. 
Understanding visitor motivations is important for managers as it provides insight into an 
individual’s thought process and decision making, ultimately influencing both the well-
being of park resources and the quality of their experience (Devesa, Laguna, & Palacios, 
2010; Manning, 2011). Additionally, Clark and Stankey (1979) suggest that 
understanding visitor motivations helps managers provide optimal opportunities for 
different types of recreational experiences being sought. Although many studies have 




activity type (e.g. Daigle, Hrubes, & Ajzen, 2002; Oishi, 2013; Sotomayer, Barbieri, 
Stanis, Aguilar, & Smith, 2014), there are few studies examining motivation as a 
predictor for visitor behavior. 
A natural next-step to better managing PPAs is evaluating the visitor experience 
by conducting satisfaction and quality assessments, providing an opportunity for visitors 
to express their concerns, thoughts and opinions with managers (Manning, 2011). The 
Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) of 1993, for example, was 
implemented to “assess and report measures of productivity” (Manning, 2011, p. 12) with 
an emphasis on visitor satisfaction (Graefe, Absher, & Burns, 2001). Satisfaction and/or 
quality of experience has been studied and discussed thoroughly throughout recreation 
and tourism literature (e.g. Lee, Graefe, & Burns, 2004; Wang, Zhang, & Zhen, 2009). 
These measurements are often coarse, however, requiring specific indicators to be used in 
order to accurately collect sensitive and relevant results. Although understanding quality 
of experiences shared by current visitors is critical to management development, 
exploring historical trends can provide additional insight to the planning process as well. 
Literature Review 
Motivations 
Motivation theory, derived from social psychology, helps explain why motivation 
is key to understanding human behavior. It has been suggested that motives are 
developed when individuals consider an action that could potentially result in satisfaction 
with an outdoor recreation experience (Iso-Ahola, 1982). Iso-Ahola (1982) argues there 
are two main motivational forces linked to overall satisfaction with outdoor recreation 




to an action resulting in intrinsic rewards, such as adventure, while avoidance refers to 
leaving a typical routine behind for solitude or renewal. Others, however, suggest there 
are “push” and “pull” factors that motivate individuals, especially when it comes to 
tourism (Crompton, 1979; Dann, 1977, 1981). Push factors relate to internal values or 
emotions, while pull factors are more external, like natural landscapes and wildlife 
(Devesa et al., 2010; Klenosky, 2002). Many years later, these concepts are still 
informing contemporary research. Alshammari and Kim (2019), for example, examined 
the influence of visitor motivations on cognitive evaluations during a festival in Saudi 
Arabia in the context of approach (seeking) and avoidance (escape). Similarly, Hassell, 
Moore, and Macbeth (2015) identified both push (i.e. escape, disconnection, and self-
identity) and pull (i.e. experiencing nature, aesthetics, and creating self-image) factors as 
motivators for camping in Western Australian national parks. Although there are 
differing sets of terminology for these broad motivational concepts, and the overarching 
purpose is similar, the end result is the expectation of a satisfying experience. 
Motivations among different recreational user groups have been examined using 
open-ended based questions (Hendee, Clark, & Dailey, 1977; Towler, 1977), as well as 
the recreation experience preference (REP) scale developed by Driver and associates to 
better measure motivations (Driver 1975; Driver, Nash, & Haas, 1987; Driver, Tinsley, & 
Manfredo, 1991; Driver & Toucher, 1970; Haas, Driver, & Brown, 1980). Anderson and 
Fulton (2008) suggest the REP scale can be used not only to measure motivations 
influencing visitor behavior, but the potential outcomes of participation as well. The REP 
scale has been refined and empirically tested to determine its reliability and validity 
(Rosenthal, Waldman, & Driver, 1982; Manfredo, Driver, & Tarrant, 1996). In a survey 
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format, a list of items representing possible motivations are presented to the visitor using 
a scale of importance. The data are then statistically analyzed and motivational constructs 
are created based on theory and researcher interpretation. Throughout this process, it is 
important to understand that recreational user groups are diverse, varying in their 
preferred outdoor activity, socioeconomic/demographic characteristics, feelings towards 
management, and motivations for recreating (Manning & Lime, 2000). Understanding 
recreation behavior is often approached through a series of phases: experience 
preferences or motivations (Driver et al., 1991), phases of engagement (Hammitt, 1980), 
and processes of evaluation (Stewart & Hull, 1992).  
In outdoor recreation, the concept of “behavioral approach” was developed by 
researchers to help explain what motivates individuals to recreate (Driver & Brown, 
1978; Haas et al., 1980). Behavioral approaches to recreation can be explained using four 
levels (hierarchies) of demand for outdoor recreation: the demand of specific activities, 
the settings in which these activities occur, motivations or desired psychological 
outcomes, and “higher-order benefits” that result from a satisfying experience (Haas et 
al., 1980). Research tends to focus on the first three demands because higher-order 
benefits tend to be abstract and difficult to measure (Manning, 2011). Exploring these 
demands of outdoor recreation often result in studies examining motivations in relation to 
other constructs. Vogelsong, Graefe, Confer, Solan, and Kramp (1998), for example, 
investigated relationships between activities, settings, and motivations throughout the 
Delaware State Park System, finding that motivations, although statistically significantly 
different between user groups, were only subtly different based on specific site locations 




National Survey on Recreation and the Environment was conducted by Graefe, Schuster, 
Green, and Cordell (2010) exploring potential relationships between recreational activity 
choice, setting choice, and motivations. Thirteen motivations for participation in an 
outdoor activity were analyzed in reference to a distinct natural setting (coastal waters, 
forests, deserts, etc.). Graefe et al. (2010) report that although there were slight 
differences between the importance of motivations for choosing a setting and activity 
combination, “the motivations with the highest mean importance scores were similar 
across all study activities” (p. 262). A more recent study in Grant Teton National Park, 
Wyoming was conducted to better understand visitor dimensions, including motivations, 
to inform visitor use management strategies (Newman, Taff, Newton, & Abbott, 2015).  
In a similar vein, understanding differences between visitor types has been a topic 
of interest in recreation research as well, specifically focused on differences based on 
motivations. In order to determine these differences, many studies cluster recreationists 
accordingly. Pan and Ryan (2007) investigated visitor motivations and satisfaction at 
Pirongia Forest Park, New Zealand, and found five different types of visitors using a 
cluster analysis. Graefe, Thapa, Confer, & Absher (2000) studied wilderness users in 
Allegheny National Forest, Pennsylvania, finding subtle differences between user types 
and their motivations for visiting. Ultimately, understanding motivations can help explain 
visitor use and behavior within and between activities and settings, which in turn help 
inform management.  
With motivation literature reaching back to the 1960s, it is important to 
acknowledge and explore potential historic trends within this field. The study of 




(1974) suggested that leisure was comprised of two dimensions, perceived freedom and 
intrinsic motivation, while Csikszentmihalyi (1975) found that an experience was deemed 
leisure when there were challenges and participants lost track of time. A few years later, 
Stebbins (1982, 1997) argued that there was ‘casual’ and ‘serious’ leisure, where 
recreationists participated in shorter, more novice experiences versus more complex, 
challenging ones. Needless to say, there were several studies contributing to the 
discussion of what leisure/recreation was at the time. Once researchers had an idea of 
what leisure/recreation was, they had to decide what measurements they could use to 
better understand this concept. As discussed above, motivation became a common 
measurement studied to better understand recreationists. Tinsley and Kass (1978) 
suggested there were 44 leisure/recreation needs, which were then reduced to eight 
categories of motivation: self-expression, companionship, power, compensation, security, 
service, intellectual estheticism, and solitude. Within the same period of time, Driver and 
associates created the REP scales more tailored to help managers of outdoor recreation 
areas, resulting in a reduced 19 constructs (Driver, 1983). Manfredo et al. (1996) reduced 
those further into 11 constructs: achievement, autonomy, similar people, new people, 
learning, enjoying nature, introspection, social escape, physical escape, teaching, and risk 
reduction.  
More recently, Dillard and Bates (2011) conducted a study to revisit leisure 
motivation exploring if a unified theory of leisure/recreation was possible, and, if so, 
what some of the most applicable factors would be to most appropriately determine what 
motivates people to recreate. Four core values/motivations for leisure/recreation were 




literature: escape, enhancing relationships, personal mastery, and winning. Going a step 
further, Dillard and Bates (2011) created a perceptual map identifying two main 
constructs where motivations are placed: ‘activity participation’ (“self versus with 
others”) and ‘benefit attained’ (“the experience versus the results”) (p.253). Based on 
their findings, they conclude that “there is significant validation of previous findings 
regarding the motivations for leisure/recreation” (p. 262) and the process supported 
previous recreational core values/motivations (Dillard & Bates, 2011). Motivations as a 
measurement to better understand visitor use has developed over time; however, the 
broad ideas and core concepts have remained stable throughout the years.  
Recently, principal component analyses (PCA) been used to reduce scale items in 
order to develop more interpretable motivational constructs. Beh and Bruyere (2007) 
studied motivations of visitors to three national reserves in north central Kenya. A PCA 
was completed to generate motivational factors based on responses to each scale item, 
resulting in eight factors: escape, culture, personal growth, mega-fauna, adventure, 
learning, nature and general viewing. Alexandris, Kouthouris, Funk, and Giovani (2009) 
used a similar analysis approach while exploring motivations of recreational skiers in a 
Greek ski resort. A specialized version of REP scale items was used, resulting in seven 
motivational dimensions: escape, social recognition, enjoying nature, excitement/risk, 
socialization, skill development and achievement. Following the PCA, both of the above 
studies completed a cluster analysis in order to reduce the data further, identifying unique 
visitor classifications. More recently, Miller, Rice, Taff, and Newman (2018) investigated 
visitor motivations specific to Jimmy Carter National Historic Site, Georgia, using REP 




constructs: Jimmy Carter, southern and rural history, to visit all presidential historic sites, 
social bonding, escape from everyday life, reflective experience, and presidential life and 
contributions. The use of PCA in both contemporary and historic research often 
contribute both universal and site/activity specific motivational constructs. One could 
argue that although core values/motivations have stayed relatively constant, 
interpretability, implications and ultimate use of the data derived from these 
measurements often change based on the place, time and potential impacts under 
consideration. 
Quality of Experience 
There is strong support suggesting that managers must determine motivations to 
better understand visitor use and possibly even predict visitor behavior. The next step in 
developing effective management is assessing the overall visitor experience. Therefore, 
visitor satisfaction and overall quality of experiences must be explored for successful 
visitor management of PPAs (Manning, 2011). Manfredo, Driver, and Brown (1983) 
define experiences as “specific psychological outcomes which are realized from a 
recreation engagement” (p. 264). Whisman and Hollenhorst (1998) suggest satisfaction is 
influenced by resource, social and management settings, while visitors continue making 
additional evaluations based on their socioeconomic and cultural characteristics, 
experiences, norms, attitudes and preferences. Clark and Stankey (1979) describe quality 
as “the extent to which a given setting satisfies the desires of a particular recreationist” 
(p. 5). Overall quality of recreational experiences have been historically measured using 
satisfaction (Fletcher & Fletcher, 2003; Manning, 1999), but Kao, Huang, & Wu (2008) 




higher quality experience is likely to result in higher levels of satisfaction (Baker & 
Crompton, 2000). While satisfaction is often subjective and influenced by many 
uncontrollable variables (Manning, 2003), visitor responses to overall quality are more 
tangible and often produce measures of the actual recreational opportunity (Borrie & 
Birzell, 2001). Therefore, perceptions of quality are more commonly used in recent 
recreation and tourism research to better understand visitors’ overall experiences. 
Several management frameworks have been applied to study visitor experiences, 
a few of the more relevant being activity-, experience- and benefits-based approaches 
(Borrie & Birzell, 2001). The activity-based approach is described as simplistic, defining 
recreation as basic participation in an activity considering user satisfaction without regard 
for quality of experience (Lee & Driver, 1999). The experience-based approach extends a 
step further, defining recreation as more than participation but rather a psychological 
state targeting experiences (Lee & Driver, 1999). Analyses for experience-based data 
evaluate user satisfaction in order to determine overall experience quality. In an effort to 
incorporate both activity- and experience-based concepts into a more comprehensive 
framework, the benefits-based approach was developed, considering both physiological 
and psychological experiences. 
Like many recreation management frameworks, the benefits-based approach is 
grounded in expectancy theory. Expectancy theory, similarly based in social psychology, 
suggests that human behavior is guided in certain settings to reach known, expected, and 
valued psychological outcomes (Driver, 1976; Atkinson & Birch, 1972; Fishbein & 
Ajzen, 1974). In the context of outdoor recreation, individuals participate in recreational 
activities to satisfy motivations and ultimately receive benefits. Ajzen and Driver (1992) 
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argue that recreationists “seem to evaluate a leisure behavior in terms of its instrumental 
costs and benefits as well as in terms of the positive or negative feelings it engenders” (p. 
222). Understanding human behavior is multidimensional, meaning both cognitive and 
affective methods must be utilized when studying quality or satisfaction of an experience 
(Floyd, 1997). Visitors engage in recreational experiences directed by their motivations, 
but ultimately complete their experience by making judgements on their known, expected 
and valued outcomes. 
Similar to other social science research, there are limitations within evaluative 
research as interpreting behavior under the lens of expectancy theory is complicated and 
challenged by many factors, such as an individual’s emotion and intellect (Manning, 
2011). Not only can a visitor’s emotional state (e.g. mood) influence their overall 
experience (Hull, 1990; Hull, Michael, Walker & Roggenbuck, 1996), but their 
experiences are highly “dynamic, emergent, and multi-phasic” (Borrie & Roggenbuck, 
2001), complicating the “conventional behavioral interpretations of recreation” 
(Manning, 2011, p. 187). There is agreement in the literature (e.g. Borrie & Birzell, 2001; 
Roggenbuck, Williams, & Watson, 1993) that recreational experiences, especially those 
in a wilderness setting, are multidimensional events and must be examined accordingly. 
Whether exploring ‘satisfaction’ or ‘quality of experience,’ it is important to 
recognize that both are often coarse measurements, suggesting extensive thought must be 
applied in order to determine appropriate, sensitive and relevant indicators. Ormiston, 
Gilbert, and Manning (1998) define indicators of quality as variables “considered most 
important in influencing the quality of [a visitor’s] experience” (p.36). Manning (2011) 
outlines eight criteria for determining suitable indicators based on previous recreation 
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research (Manning, 2007; Schomaker, 1984; Stankey, Cole, Lucas, Petersen, & Frissell, 
1985; Whittaker & Shelby, 1992): the indicators are specific, objective (i.e. little room 
for interpretation), reliable and repeatable, related to visitor use, sensitive (i.e. should 
serve as an early warning sign for change), manageable, efficient and effective to 
measure, and significant.  
Similar to other aspects of recreation research, it is important to consider how 
indicators have developed over time. Beginning with a novel study in the field of 
marketing, Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry (1985) conceptualized ten “determinants of 
service quality as a result of their focus group studies with service providers and 
customers” (Johnston, 1995). Through a continuation of their research, Berry, Zeithaml, 
and Parasuraman (1985) found correlations between certain components, ultimately 
developing five consolidated dimensions of service quality: tangibles, reliability, 
responsiveness, assurance, and empathy. Soon after, Crompton, MacKay, and Fesenmaier 
(1991) argued that empathy was not applicable when considering recreational services. 
These dimensions were then applied within the field of recreation research while service 
quality was still being explored (Crompton & Love, 1995; Crompton & Mackay, 1989). 
Within a similar time frame, researchers began to explore overall satisfaction and quality 
of experiences by using indicators more specific to outdoor recreation experiences 
(Oliver, 1997). Burns, Graefe, and Absher (2003) conducted a study examining water-
based recreationists’ importance and satisfaction ratings using 19 indicators across four 
domains, partially adapted from a model of recreational service performance developed 
previously (Absher, Howat, Crilley, & Milne, 1996; Howat, Absher, Crilley, & Milne, 




(1996), Burns et al. (2003) decided to include recreational experiences as the last key 
domain because of the potential threats to satisfaction, such as crowding and user 
conflict. Each of the 19 indicators fit into one of the four domains, and were related to 
accessibility, availability, value, opportunity, ease of obtaining, compatibility, and safety. 
A different approach can be seen with Tian-Cole, Crompton, and Willson (2002), where 
items from the REP scales were used to inform their indicators while exploring the 
relationship between service quality and satisfaction. Quality of experience was 
considered an element of satisfaction and the relevant scale items used for measurement 
included nature appreciation/learning, achievement, introspection/nostalgia, escape, 
similar people, physical fitness, family togetherness and new people. Historically, 
different approaches have been used to determine indicators, and while it is important to 
note subtle differences between processes, the resulting concepts are often similar.  
Both qualitative and quantitative approaches have been used to identify potential 
indicator variables. Studies have utilized qualitative methods to define appropriate 
indicators, often times conducting semi-structured interviews or asking open-ended 
questions (e.g. Alazaizeh, Hallo, Backman, Norman, & Vogel, 2019; Bullock & Lawson, 
2007, Hallo & Manning, 2009; Watson et al., 2007). A study applying indicators of 
quality to a heritage experience at Petra Archeological Park in Jordan, for example, 
conducted 29 interviews with park tourists to better understand and formulate indicators 
of the visitor experience (Alazaizeh et al., 2019). Three main questions were asked with 
the goal of identifying these indicators: 1) Describe three things they enjoyed most about 
their trip; 2) Describe three things they enjoyed least about their trip; and 3) What were 




Quantitative methods typically consist of close-ended, scaled questions asking 
visitors to rate the quality of a specific indicator. For example, Mutanga, Vengesayi, 
Chikuta, Muboko, and Gandiwa (2017) investigated tourist motivations, experiences, and 
overall satisfaction in two African state protected areas in Zimbabwe. Satisfaction for 
wildlife tourism and the overall experience was measured using one item each on a five-
point Likert scale. It is not uncommon for studies to use the importance-performance 
analysis to help determine appropriate indicator variables (Pearce & Dowling, 2019; 
Pilcher, Newman, & Manning, 2009). Administered surveys ask visitors “to rate the 
importance of potential indicator variables,” and after the results are plotted along with 
the perceived performance, indicators may be selected based on importance and relative 
condition (Alazaizeh et al., 2019, p. 271).  
Many studies use both approaches in order to identify and measure specific, 
relevant indicator variables. It has been argued that qualitative approaches are more 
detailed when it comes time to develop indicator variables (Hallo, Manning, & 
Stokowski, 2009; Pierskalla, Lee, Stein, Anderson, & Nickerson, 2004), and can offer a 
better understanding of the significance of visitor experiences (Glaspell, Watson, 
Kneeshaw, & Pendergrast, 2003). Recently, Vaske (2019) investigated the quality of 
visitor experiences at City of Fort Collins Foothills Natural Area. When discussing 
indicators of quality, Vaske (2019) stated, “many different management and research 
efforts have developed or recommended various standards, utilizing a variety of 
techniques or sources of information” (p. 30). He goes on to suggest five common 
sources and techniques to follow: laws and policy mandates, manager’s professional 
judgement, biological research, public involvement, and visitor or population surveys. 
14 
Ultimately, understanding and identifying indicators of quality and satisfaction has 
evolved over time in terms of theoretical background, methodological approaches and 
implementation. Exploring and interpreting multiple components of a visitor’s experience 
is often complex, suggesting specific, measurable variables are crucial to develop in order 
to understand the phenomenon completely. 
Summary 
Parks and protected areas were designed to protect resources while 
simultaneously providing meaningful visitor experiences. Therefore, managers must 
understand social dynamics between visitors and the environment, including visitor 
motivations and the quality of their experiences, in order to develop effective strategies. 
Throughout the years, visitor motivation has been explored extensively in 
recreation literature. Although there have been several tools developed to measure 
motivation, Driver and associates created the Recreation Experience Preference (REP) 
scale in the late 1970-80’s. The theoretical foundations that ground this scale, including 
the individual measurement items and resulting constructs, continue to be frequently used 
to this day. The overarching themes discussed in motivation theory specific to outdoor 
recreation (i.e. achievement, learning, social escape, risk reduction, etc.) have stayed 
relatively constant in the literature; however, one could argue the need for modifying 
these scale items in order to address environmental and social considerations specific to a 
recreation site. Scale items that are site specific, for example, provide opportunities for 
interpreting constructs that are unique to that place or experience opposed to restricting 
those interpretations to solely universal themes. 




quality or satisfaction provides managers with focused direction. Quality and satisfaction 
are often coarse measurements, meaning selected indicators must be appropriate, 
sensitive and relevant in order to generate tangible and useful visitor responses. Past 
research suggests there are a few common domains that describe effective indicators: 
accessibility, availability, value, opportunity, ease of obtaining, compatibility, and safety. 
Both qualitative and quantitative methodologies have been used to identify, develop and 
implement meaningful indicators.  
Benefits-based approach is a management framework grounded in expectancy 
theory that has been commonly used to help explain experiential quality. The visitor’s 
physiological and psychological experiences are considered within one interactive 
framework. Using this framework, however, highlights the multidimensional nature of 
studying complex human emotions, intellect and past experiences. Therefore, it is 
important to acknowledge that while measurements of quality and satisfaction may result 
in tangible management direction, there may be more effective ways to explore visitor 
experiences. 
The theoretical concepts and frameworks discussed above were applied in the 
following visitor-use study conducted in Glacier Bay National Park & Preserve (GLBA), 
Alaska. The visitor experience in GLBA is unique due to the dispersed, open-ocean 
environment of Southeast Alaskan PPAs. The following research explores similarities, 
differences and nuances between user groups, both universal and regionally-specific 
motivations, and the overall quality of the visitor experience. Unique to this study, 
current and historical visitor-use data were compared based on a previous GLBA study 




as this was the focal population surveyed. 
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CURRENT AND HISTORIC VISITOR EXPERIENCES IN COASTAL ALASKAN 
WILDERNESS: VISITOR MOTIVATIONS AND EXPERIENCE QUALITY IN 
GLACIER BAY NATIONAL PARK & PRESERVE 
Abstract: Visitors to parks and protected areas (PPAs) engage in a variety of 
activities and choose different modes of travel, especially when the location itself has few 
limitations, such as open-water, dispersed settings with relatively few visitors. Managers 
must understand visitor motivations and experience quality in order to offer appropriate 
and meaningful opportunities. This study seeks to better understand visitor motivations 
and potential differences across activity types, to develop and measure effective 
indicators for evaluating quality of experiences, and to explore these visitor dimensions 
through a longitudinal scope of 40 years. This study contributes to current literature by 
exploring visitor dimensions with a historical perspective in a unique geographic area, 
where the majority of recreation occurs in an open-water, dispersed environment. Visitor 
intercept surveys were conducted for six different visitor groups, measuring motivations 
and experience quality. A principal component factor analysis resulted in eight visitor 
motivations, followed by a K-means cluster analysis creating three motivation-based 
visitor clusters. An analysis of mean scores shows that visitors are reporting high quality 
experiences, which is supported by reports of limited detractions. Results show that 
although both motivations and experience quality statistically differ between activity 
types, the differences are subtle and should therefore be managed accordingly. Historical 
comparisons confirm that decades later visitors continue to be motivated by experiencing 
glaciers, natural connection and renewal, and solitude; litter, cruise ships and propeller-
29 
driven aircrafts continue to be the main social factors detracting from the visitor’s overall 
experience; and visitors are shifting to older, highly educated, wealthy travelers. 




Visitation to parks and protected areas (PPAs) worldwide has been on the rise for 
decades and continues to increase (Machlis & Tichnell, 2019). Managing these areas 
means protecting natural resources while simultaneously providing meaningful visitor 
experiences (Moore, Rodger, & Taplin, 2015; Newsome, Moore, & Dowling, 2012). A 
variety of visitor characteristics influence visitor behavior and satisfaction, two of which 
include visitor motivations and overall quality of experiences. Understanding visitor 
motivations helps managers understand the variety of experiences visitors are seeking 
while recreating (Clark and Stankey, 1979). Although many studies have explored the 
relationship between outdoor recreationist’s motivations and their respective activity type 
(e.g., Daigle, Hrubes, & Ajzen, 2002; Hassell, Moore, & Macbeth, 2015; Oishi, 2013; 
Sotomayer, Barbieri, Stanis, Aguilar, & Smith, 2014), there are few studies examining 
motivation as a predictor for visitor behavior.  
The Recreation Experience Preference (REP) scale developed by Driver and 
associates was created to better measure motivations (Driver 1975; Driver, 1976; Driver, 
Nash, & Haas, 1987; Driver, Tinsley, & Manfredo, 1991; Haas, Driver, & Brown, 1980). 
This scale includes a comprehensive list of questions meant to better gauge recreationists’ 
motivations for traveling to and experiencing an area. The REP scale has been refined 
and empirically tested to determine its reliability and validity (Rosenthal, Waldman, & 
Driver, 1982; Manfredo, Driver, & Tarrant, 1996). Recently, principal component 
analyses (PCA) have been used to establish more interpretable motivational concepts. 
Beh and Bruyere (2007), for example, studied motivations of visitors to three national 
reserves in north central Kenya. A PCA was completed to generate motivational factors 
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based on responses to each scale item, resulting in eight factors. Alexandris, Kouthouris, 
Funk, and Giovani (2009) used a similar approach while exploring motivations of 
recreational skiers in a Greek ski resort, and Miller, Rice, Taff, and Newman (2018) 
investigated visitor motivations specific to a National Historic Site using REP scale 
items. The use of PCA often contributes both universal and site/activity specific 
motivational constructs. Anderson and Fulton (2008) suggest the REP scale can be used 
not only to measure motivations, but the potential outcomes of participating in that 
experience as well. Identifying motivations often allows for the development of specific 
indicators of quality, which can then be used to evaluate the visitor experience (Newman, 
Taff, Newton, & Abbott, 2015; Tian-Cole, Crompton, & Willson, 2002). 
Evaluating the overall quality of an individual’s visit provides insight into what 
experiential components or management approaches are working and what could be 
improved (Manning, 2011). Overall quality of recreational experiences have been 
historically measured using satisfaction (Fletcher & Fletcher, 2003; Manning, 1999), but 
Kao, Huang, & Wu (2008) argue quality of experience acts as a strong predictor for 
experiential satisfaction. Baker and Crompton (2000) state that higher quality experiences 
are likely to result in higher levels of satisfaction. These dimensions of the visitor 
experience have been studied and discussed thoroughly throughout recreation and 
tourism literature (e.g., Lee, Graefe, & Burns, 2004; Manning, 2011; Wang, Zhang, Gu, 
& Zhen, 2009). Whether exploring ‘satisfaction’ or ‘quality of experience,’ it is important 
to recognize that both are often coarse measurements, suggesting extensive thought must 
be applied in order to determine appropriate, sensitive and relevant indicators. 
Additionally, recreational experiences are multidimensional and complex (e.g. 
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Roggenbuck, Williams, & Watson, 1993; Borrie & Birzell, 2001); therefore, identifying 
both positive and negative elements of the experience can often times be more helpful to 
managers than broad visitor reports of overall quality (Williams, 1989; Manning, 2011). 
Both qualitative and quantitative approaches have been used to identify potential 
indicator variables. Qualitative methods often include conducting semi-structured 
interviews or asking open-ended questions (Alazaizeh, Hallo, Backman, Norman, & 
Vogel, 2019; Bullock & Lawson, 2007, Hallo & Manning, 2009; Watson et al., 2007), 
while a quantitative approach often consists of close-ended, scaled questions asking 
visitors to rate the quality of their experience for a specific indicator (Mutanga, 
Vengesayi, Chikuta, Muboko, and Gandiwa, 2017; Pearce & Dowling, 2019; Pilcher, 
Newman, & Manning, 2009). Understanding and identifying indicators of quality has 
evolved over time in terms of theoretical background, methodological approaches and 
implementation (Vaske, 2019). Exploring and interpreting multiple components of a 
visitor’s experience is often complex, which is why specific, measurable variables are 
important for characterizing the visitor experience successfully.  
It is well known that motivations and experience quality have both been 
extensively explored in recreation literature; however, longitudinal comparison studies 
are not common (Hammitt, Backman & Davis, 2001). Participation in general outdoor 
recreation began to increase in the 1960s to 1980s, and nature-based outdoor recreation 
has increased more recently, between 1999 and 2009 (White et al., 2016). Viewing and 
photographing natural areas have been the fastest growing activities (White et al., 2016), 
and Cordell (2012) proposed that participation in more physically challenging activities 
(i.e. kayaking, snowboarding, and surfing) have surged in a similar timeframe. These 
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specific activities may suggest changes within certain visitor motivations; however, there 
are few studies that explicitly consider motivational trends with corresponding indicators 
of quality using a longitudinal scope. There is, however, multi-decadal research 
surrounding visitation to PPAs, social change and perceived crowding (e.g. Heberlein & 
Proudman, 1986; Shelby, Bregenzer, & Johnson, 1988; Shindler & Shelby, 1995). Shelby 
and Heberlein (1986) suggested that there were concerns that examining current visitors 
would not be an accurate assessment of carrying capacity in the Grand Canyon as past 
visitors may have been displaced due to higher sensitivities. More recently, Kuentzel & 
Heberlein (2003) argue that “the only way to observe the potential for change… is to 
measure social conditions and visitor evaluations at a single site over time” (p. 352). 
Changes in visitor demographics, overall participation rates, and economic impacts 
within recreation have been recently examined (Cordell, 2008; White et al., 2016); 
however, exploring historical trends in visitor motivations and experience quality across 
an extended time period in the same PPA setting offers a strong addition to existing 
literature. 
The purpose of this study is threefold: 1) to better understand visitor motivations 
and potential differences across visitor groups; 2) to develop and measure effective 
indicators for evaluating quality of experiences; and 3) to explore these visitor 
dimensions with a longitudinal scope. Visitors to Glacier Bay National Park, Alaska 
(GLBA) acted as a case study in which these questions were investigated and addressed. 
To date, few studies have explicitly explored visitor experiences in coastal Alaskan 
PPAs. Therefore, this study contributes to current literature by exploring visitor 




GLBA data. Similarities, differences and nuances between user groups, both universal 
and regionally-specific motivations and indicators of quality, and experience quality are 
discussed. Unique to this study, current and historical visitor-use data are compared based 
on previous GLBA studies conducted in 1978 and 1984. Historical comparisons are 
limited to backcountry visitors as this was the focal population surveyed.  
Historic Context 
Visitor use studies were conducted in 1978 and 1984 to inform the development 
of a backcountry management plan for Glacier Bay National Park & Preserve (Johnson, 
1979; Salvi & Johnson, 1985). Data collected in 1978 was used as baseline data for the 
later study, and comparisons were made with 1984 data. The study population included 
all backcountry campers, except those that experienced GLBA via charter company and 
NPS/Glacier Bay Lodge employees. Salvi and Johnson (1985) state that “based upon 
similar high response rates for the two studies and the similarities [of question content], it 
is strongly felt that the 1984 results can be compared with those obtained in 1978” (p. 
14). Visitor dimensions (i.e. demographics, characteristics, etc.), motivations, and the 
overall experience of backcountry campers were selected for discussion. Relevant data 




Glacier Bay National Park & Preserve protects 3.3 million acres of unique 
landscapes and wilderness, sitting on the coastline of Alaska’s Inside Passage (National 
Park Service, 2017a). Mirroring the national trend, visitation to GLBA is increasing at a 
20% rise from 2012 to 2015, reaching 551,353 recreational visitors (National Park 
Service, 2017b). The majority of these visitors experience the park via open-water travel 
through the West Arm, East Arm or Beardslee Islands (Figure 2-1)— aboard a 
commercial ship, concessionaire catamaran, personal or rented kayaks, or a private 
vessel. Travel on-land is limited due to the remote nature of GLBA with the lack of roads 
connecting Gustavus, AK – the gateway community – to any other town and the adjacent 
USDA Tongass National Forest surrounding the park and preserve. The few visitors 
reaching Bartlett Cove, where the visitor center and headquarters are located, do so by 
docking directly in the cove via sea kayak, tour or charter vessel, by flight through 
Gustavus, AK on a commercial (Alaska Airlines) or chartered plane, or on the Alaska 
Marine Highway System ferry serviced bi-weekly. Although GLBA is not easily 
accessible, several different types of users continue to recreate in the park’s dispersed, 
open-waters. Visitors experiencing the park via guided, motorized travel are often limited 
by a pre-determined route and schedule; whereas, independent, non-motorized users have 
little guidance or restriction by park management or the landscape itself. The majority of 
users categorized as independent, non-motorized visitors recreate via sea kayak with few 





Figure 1. Map of Glacier Bay National Park & Preserve (Patterson, 2006). 
Survey Methodology and Sampling Approach 
In order to meet the proposed objectives, a survey-based approach was applied 
over a two-year study period. The National Park Service Pool of Known Questions 
(2015) served as a fundamental guide for the formulation of the project and development 
of both surveys. In the 2017 pre-experience survey, visitor motivations were determined 
using a 29-item scale based on Driver’s Recreation Experience Preference Scale (Driver, 
1983; Manfredo, Driver, & Tarrant, 1996; Manning, 2011). The 2018 post-experience 
survey offered questions informed by 2017 visitor motivations, including the quality of 
visitor experiences and effects of social encounters. Scale items (e.g. opportunities to 
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view glaciers, to go fishing) and indicators of quality (e.g. encounters with cruise ships, 
groups seen on water, campfire rings, etc.) were adapted to fit GLBA recreationists, 
environment, and available opportunities. Both quantitative and qualitative questions 
were included to encourage non-directed responses. Basic demographic and visitor 
dimension questions were included in both surveys and were used to compare historic 
and current data specific to backcountry visitors.  
Data collection protocols were relatively similar for both pre- and post-experience 
surveys. Eligible participants for this study included adults (18 years or older) within 
several different subgroups. The pre-experience sample populations included individuals 
touring on the commercial day boat, independent backcountry users (kayaking and 
backpacking), tour vessels (carry 60-120 individuals at one time), charter vessels, 
independent boaters and Gustavus residents. For all populations, the sampling period was 
from June 16, 2017 to August 9, 2017.  
Post-experience sampling excluded residents, while sampling at the Gustavus 
Airport was added to the protocol. Airport sampling was introduced to capture visitors 
who were part of charter vessel tours or those who had not been reached on the day boat 
or at the VIS.  
The sampling populations were refined based on the sampling experience from 
2017, NPS staff input, and a better understanding of the available visitor populations. 
Targeted sample sizes and survey administration differed depending on the population. 
For the 2018 data collection period, all populations were sampled between June 8, 2018 
to August 28, 2018.  




459 individuals, according to the U.S. Census Bureau and Alaska Department of Labor 
and Workforce Development (State of Alaska Department of Commerce, Community, 
and Economic Development, 2008). Residents are involved with GLBA on multiple 
levels, including direct employment, indirect employment (Gustavus inns, commercial 
fishing, and seasonal opportunities), and personal visitation. Many of the residents and 
community members—such as business owners—access their mail through P.O. boxes 
located in town. Sampling of this population was done by inviting residents to participate 
in an online version of the pre-trip survey by dropping postcards off in their P.O. boxes. 
Each postcard had a unique access codes that allowed residents to access the survey, 
which protected against individuals completing more than one survey per household. 
Independent backcountry visitors are those that recreate in GLBA wilderness, 
including kayakers and backpackers. All are required to obtain permits and participate in 
a backcountry orientation at the VIS before they travel outside of Bartlett Cove. Based on 
communication with park staff, we discovered that there tended to be relatively low 
kayak/backpack visitation, with a total of 291 groups between June 1, 2016 and 
September 1, 2016. Due to this low number, we attempted to intercept all backcountry 
visitor groups to maximize the sample size. Independent backcountry visitors were the 
only population carrying GPS trackers, as they were the only population allowed to freely 
explore the backcountry. Backpackers have the ability to explore Lester Island by 
crossing the Beardslee Island cut when the tide is low, but to explore islands in the upper 
reaches of the bay, they must travel via personal vessel, or ride the day boat to be 
dropped off at one of two designated locations available each day during the on-season 
(Sebree, Scidmore, Mt. Wright, Sundew, or Ptarmigan). Sea kayakers can either depart 
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from Bartlett Cove, or board the day boat to be dropped off with their kayak and gear at 
one of the designated locations listed above for no additional cost. 
Independent private boaters are those who travel in Bartlett Cove or up bay in 
private vessels. All private boaters are required to obtain permits and participate in an 
annual orientation, similar to independent, non-motorized backcountry visitors. This 
population was surveyed similarly to non-motorized backcountry visitors, but only for a 
two-week period as surveying ceased because it was determined that the population fell 
outside the scope and approval of the study. Therefore, the sample size for this population 
is quite small. 
The commercial “day boat” use associated with GLBA is a chartered catamaran 
vessel that carries visitors from Bartlett Cove up bay for an 8-hour park experience, 
operating once each day (June through mid-September). A park interpreter is on board 
providing information to visitors regarding cultural, natural, and social elements of the 
park. On average, 75 visitors board the day boat each day, with groups varying roughly 
between 1-20 individuals.  
Tour vessels are commercial vessels that arrive in GLBA from other ports, such as 
Skagway, Juneau or Haines, AK. These vessels carry an average of 80 visitors (as low as 
25, as high as 120 individuals) into GLBA, spending anywhere from 14 to 24 hours in 
GLBA. A park interpreter is on board whenever the vessel is in GLBA, boarding during 
the night or the morning at 6 a.m. before heading into GLBA. Many vessels dock at 
Bartlett Cove after their up bay experience and encourage visitors to explore the area, 
including the interpretive materials, the Forest Loop Trail (one-mile loop from the dock 
area), and the GLBA Lodge. Not all vessels are able to dock, however, as the dock is 
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first-come, first-serve. 
Charter vessels are private expeditions with less than 15 guests, participating in 
trips within park boundaries anywhere from 1- to 10-days. Due to various charter 
companies with different scheduling practices, departure/arrival locations, and number of 
guests, this visitor population was targeted at the airport in order to establish a more 
standardized sampling protocol. 
As mentioned earlier, the Gustavus Airport is an important resource for visitors 
traveling to and from Gustavus, AK and GLBA—the only way to reach Gustavus is by 
air or boat. There is an estimated 9,242 people departing the Gustavus Airport each year 
(U.S. Department of Transportation, n.d.), with 84 flights (arriving and departing) in 
2017. There is one flight that arrives in Gustavus between 4:30 p.m. and 5:30 p.m. daily, 
depending on weather. Alaska Airlines only offers flights to Gustavus, AK from roughly 
the first week of June to the last week of August. There are no commercial flights offered 
during GLBA off-season (September to May). During scheduled sampling intervals, 
surveys were administered to any individual that visited GLBA. Given the complexity of 
this study, several sampling strategies were used (Table 1). 
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Table  1. Detailed methodological protocols for data collection in 2017 and 2018. 
Sample Population        2017 Pre-Experience Survey1            2018 Post-Experience Survey1, 2
Residents Not included in 2018 sample 
Independent 
Backcountry 
• Census of population (target
n=100)
• Intercepted at the VIS after each
backcountry orientation (10 a.m., 3
p.m., 6 p.m.), after receiving their
permit or on the day boat before
daily departure (7 a.m.).
Independent Boaters Not included in 2018 sample 
Day Boat 
Tour Vessel 
• Received postcard with online
link and access code.
• Census of population (target
n=100)
• Intercepted at the VIS after each
backcountry orientation (10 a.m.,
3 p.m., 6 p.m.) or after receiving
their permit.
• Intercepted at the VIS after each
orientation or after receiving
boater permit.4
• Census of population (target
n=300), daily (June, July,
August).
• Surveys were administered
between 7-7:20 a.m. on-board
the day boat before departure.
• Random sampling (target
n=100), 9 sampling events in
August.
• Park interpreters administered
surveys after vessels left the
dock and all safety
announcements were given.
• Census of population (target
n=300), 5-8 days each month
(June, July, August).
• Administered surveys after 2 p.m.
on return to Bartlett Cove.
• Census of population (target
n=100), 12 random sampling
events3 (4 in June, July, and
August).
• Surveys administered on-board on
the return to Bartlett Cove, or on
the Bartlett Cove dock as
passengers return to their tour
vessel.
Charter Vessel • Surveys were given to charter
vessel staff in Bartlett Cove
before departure for dispersal.4
Not included in 2018 sample 
Gustavus Airport Not included in 2017 Sample • Census of population (target
n=100), 15 random sampling
events (5 days/month in June, July,
and August).
1 Non-response bias questions were asked when possible.  
2 For 2018 sample: Independent backcountry visitors were administered surveys specific to an 
independent, non-motorized experience. Day boat and tour vessel visitors were administered surveys 
specific to a guided, motorized experience. Gustavus Airport visitors were administered surveys specific 
to the visitor’s experience, either guided, motorized or independent, non-motorized. 
3 For tour vessels, 12 sampling events were scheduled but only 11 were completed due to changes in 
tour vessel schedules. 






Qualtrics, an online survey platform, was used to create, collect and organize all 
survey data, allowing for all quantitative questions to be pre-coded. Survey data were 
summarized and analyzed using SPSS statistical software (v.25, SPSS, Inc. Chicago, IL).  
Both univariate and multivariate statistical approaches were used to analyze both 
pre- and post-experience data. Frequencies and descriptive statistics were used to 
examine basic distributional characteristics for all survey data, including experience use 
history, basic demographics, and quality of experience (Vaske, 2008). A principal 
components analysis with varimax rotation was used to reduce the 29-item motivation 
scale into more interpretable constructs. All variables were included in the analysis as 
each had a factor loading of .4 or above. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was 
then completed to determine significant differences in motivations between user groups, 
followed by either a Hochberg or Games-Howell post-hoc test to determine where the 
differences are within the data. The Hochberg post-hoc is used when sample sizes are 
very different, while the Games-Howell post-hoc is used when there is doubt about 
homogeneity of variance (Field, 2013). Finally, factor scores from the PCA were saved, 
standardized and entered as the inputs for a K-means cluster analysis in order to classify 
visitors based on motivations. This approach is common when reducing large survey 
scales and classifying variables into groups (Jolliffe, 2002) and has been used classify 
visitors using motivational constructs (Alexandris et al., 2009).  
Data from the post-experience survey were analyzed similarly. In order to 
determine visitors’ quality of experience, visitors were asked to rate the quality of the 




completed to determine differences between visitor groups (i.e. independent backcountry, 
day boat, tour vessel, or visitors at the Gustavus Airport) and their quality of experience, 
followed by a post-hoc test (i.e. Hochberg or Games-Howell) to determine where the 
differences fell within the data. Because the Gustavus airport could be considered a 
sampling location opposed to an independent sampling population, the respondents were 
separated into visitors that traveled via day boat and those that traveled via charter vessel. 
An additional ANOVA was completed to determine if the day boat visitors intercepted on 
the day boat were statistically significantly different than individuals who traveled on the 
day boat previously but were intercepted at the Gustavus airport. 
As Vaske (2008) suggests, a coding protocol was created for all open-ended 
questions for both years of data in order to standardize across populations and time (see 
Appendix G). Our data were coded using NVivo (v.12.3.0, QSR International, 
Melbourne, Australia) qualitative data analysis software. For each open-ended question, 
raw responses were separated in SPSS using the split file option based on sample 
population. All separated responses were pasted into individual Microsoft Word 
(v.16.16.8, Microsoft Corporation, Bellevue, WA) documents where spelling and 
grammar were edited for better coding and search abilities. Each data document was then 
uploaded to NVivo. Before coding began, nodes (a filing system to organize, store and 
count coding entries) were created in NVivo for each question being analyzed based on 
common terms that are grounded in motivational theory (e.g. solitude, escape, 
exploration, adventure), as well as specific place-based concepts informed by park 
management and common responses (e.g. experiencing glaciers, wildlife, boat trips, 




into the respective node based on integrated themes, concepts or words that appeared. 
There were no limits to the number of nodes a response could be coded into, which 
means one response could have been moved into one or more nodes, depending on 
content. 
Although there were different questions asked for the pre- and post- surveys, the 
coding process was similar, and common concepts were used between years when 
possible. There were, however, different themes, resulting in the use of new terms for 
post-experience survey data. Coding for each question was completed by the same person 
for the total population, with an additional peer-review process for responses that were 
not clearly interpretable (e.g. “Pushing personal limits” was coded as “Adventure”). 
These analyses provide interpretable results that can be presented to park managers in 
order to inform their management plan. 
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Results 
The pre-experience survey (see Appendix A) had a total of 472 survey 
participants: day boat (254), tour vessel (93), independent backcountry (68), resident 
(34), independent boater (18), and charter vessel (5). The overall response rate for 2017 
was 92.4%. The post-experience survey (see Appendix B & C) had a total of 843 survey 
participants: day boat (372), tour vessel (198), Gustavus Airport (128), and independent 
backcountry (124). The overall response rate for 2018 was 94.6%. Historical data from 
1978 and 1984 were compared to current independent backcountry visitor data when 
appropriate. 
Visitor demographics can inform if or how visitors in an area have changed across 
sampling years. In order to confirm samples between years were not statistically 
significantly different, age and gender were compared using a chi-squared analysis. There 
were no statistically significant differences (p >.05) between the age and gender of 
visitors from 2017 and 2018, with the exception of gender within the day boat population. 
Reported gender for day boat visitors was statistically significantly different (p <.05) 
between the two years, with 52% reporting female in 2017 and 63% in 2018. Given that 
this was the only difference, and all other comparisons of age and gender were not 
statistically significantly different, this analysis suggests that visitors were relatively 
similar between the two years and the sampling protocols for each year were designed in 
a way which collected data consistently between the two sampling periods. 
Visitor Socio-demographics 
Overall, Glacier Bay National Park visitors were within the median age range of 
50-59 years old, white, highly educated, and high earning individuals (Table 2). Nearly 
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half of the people who visit Glacier Bay are traveling from the western United States. 
Glacier Bay National Park is also a place that most people only visit once in their 
lifetime, with approximately 75% making only one visit. When they do visit, the majority 
of people plan on spending an average of five days in the park. 
Table  2. Visitor Demographics. 
Frequency Percent1
Gender 2 
Female 666 53.67 
Male 575 46.33 
Age 3 
Under 16 87 7.0 
16-19 53 4.3 
20-29 133 10.7 
30-39 149 12.0 
40-49 150 12.1 
50-59 229 18.5 
60-69 302 24.4 
70+ 136 10.98 
Race 4 
American Indian or Alaska Native 6 0.5 
Asian 48 3.9 
Black or African 5 .4 
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 1 .1 
White 1135 91.5 
Other 14 1.1 
Don’t Know 32 2.6 
Highest Level of Education 5 
Less than High School 1 .2 
Some High School 3 .7 
High School Graduate 15 3.3 
Vocational/Trade School Certificate 6 1.3 
Some College 27 5.9 
Two-year College Degree 15 3.3 
Four-year College Degree 149 32.8 
Master’s Degree 157 34.6 
Ph.D., M.D., J.D., or equivalent 81 17.8 
Annual Household Income 6 
Less than $25,000 20 5.3 
$25,000 - $34,999 12 3.2 
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Frequency Percent1 
Annual Household Income 6 
$35,000 - $49,999 22 5.9 
$50,000 - $74,999 52 13.9 
$75,000 - $99,999 54 14.4 
$100,000 - $149,999 81 21.7 
$150,000 - $199,999 36 9.6 
$200,000 or more 97 25.9 
1 Based on valid data only, invalid data ranged per question. 
2 N for Gender = 1241 
3 N for Age = 1239 
4 N for Race = 1241 
5 N for Highest Level of Education = 454 
6 N for Annual Household Income = 374 
Visitor motivations 
Visitors were asked what the overall purpose of their trip was using an open-
ended format. Each respondent was asked to list up to three factors that contributed to 
their overall trip purpose (Table 3). Viewing wildlife (53%) and experiencing glaciers 
(44%) were the most common responses, while 15% of the population reported 
exploring, spending time with family and friends, or experiencing wilderness as their 
overall purpose. Less common factors reported include viewing scenic beauty (11%), 
opportunities to experience nature (10%), and experiencing Alaska (10%). Other factors 
(15%) not reported in the table include any response category that didn’t reach >2.5% of 
the whole. These factors include motivations such as recreation (2.3%), work (1.6%), to 
experience culture (0.9%), geology (0.7%) and finding solace (0.2%).  
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Table  3. Open-ended responses for the total population’s overall purpose for visitation. 
Frequency Total Response % 
View wildlife 231 52.62 
Experience glaciers 193 43.96 
To explore 68 15.49 
Time with family/friends 67 15.26 
Experience wilderness 66 15.03 
Scenic beauty 48 10.93 
Experience nature 45 10.25 
Unique Alaska experience 42 9.57 
To escape 39 8.88 
Have an adventure 36 8.20 
Kayaking 36 8.20 
National Park visit 31 7.06 
Part of larger tour 28 6.38 
Solitude 27 6.15 
Experience via boat tour 18 4.10 
Fishing 16 3.64 
To learn 16 3.64 
Sightseeing 16 3.64 
Hiking/Walking 15 3.42 
Photography 13 2.96 
Relaxation 13 2.96 
Reported percentages refer to concepts that were conveyed by >2.5% of the population. 
N=439 
*Frequencies and percentages exceed 100% because multiple answers could be given per survey.
Visitors reported that wildlife (58%), experiencing glaciers (31%), scenic beauty 
(20%) and wilderness (20%) were being sought in the backcountry (Table 4). When 
responses were separated by population, both independent backcountry and day boat 
visitors responded with viewing wildlife most frequently, 59% and 65% respectively. 
Independent backcountry responses included wilderness (31%), solitude (28%) and 
having an adventure (26%) as other highly important elements sought during their 
experience. Day boat visitors responded with experiencing glaciers (39%), scenic beauty 
(20%) and observing nature (15%) as highly important elements of their guided, 
motorized experience. 
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Table  4. Open-ended responses for what the total population is seeking during their experience. 
























Unique Alaskan experience 
To learn 
Hiking/Walking 




Time with family/friends 
Experience via boat tour 
Nature immersion 
To explore 
Connection to nature 11 3.20 
Reported percentages refer to concepts that were conveyed by >2.5% of the population. 
N=344 
*Frequencies and percentages exceed 100% because multiple answers could be given per survey.
1 Experiencing glaciers general category includes 4% wanting to witness calving specifically. 
A principal component factor analysis with varimax rotation on the 29-item scale 
resulted in eight motivational constructs accounting for 62.9% of the variability in the 
data (Table 5). All variables were included in the analysis as each had a factor loading of 
.4 or above. A Cronbach’s alpha test on the resulting constructs suggests acceptable 
reliability throughout (Vaske, 2008). Initially, the strongest factor explaining 19.86% of 
the variance was categorized as “Alaskan wilderness experience;” however, this factor 
was separated into two distinct factors for a more specific interpretation.  
High factor loadings for “To experience solitude,” “To experience natural sound,” 
and “To be away from crowds” were Factor 1 was interpreted as Solitude and Natural 
Sounds. Factor 2 has high loadings for “To experience psychological renewal” and “To 
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experience a spiritual connection to nature,” leading to an interpretation of Natural 
Connection and Renewal. Loadings of the variables “To share an experience with other 
people” and “To experience risk” lead to Factor 3, Adventure. Factor 4 was interpreted as 
Learning due to high loadings on the variables “To learn about the plants and wildlife in 
GLBA” and “To learn about nature conservation and preservation values in the park.” 
Factor 5 was interpreted as Experience Glaciers, with loadings of “To experience a 
recently glaciated, dynamic landscape,” “To view glaciers,” and “To view scenic 
beauty.” Loadings of variables “To fish for sport” and “To catch fish to eat” were joined 
into Factor 6, interpreted as Fishing. Factor 7 was termed Guided Wilderness Experience 
due to high factor loadings on “To view/photograph wildlife” and “To be near others who 
could help if you needed.” Lastly, high loadings of the variables “To be in control of 
things that happen” and “To be where things are fairly safe” resulted in Factor 8 




Table  5. Factor analysis, reliability results and scale means for visitor experience scale. 









Eigenvalue % of Variation 
(cumulative) 
Alaskan Wilderness Experience1 
Solitude/Natural Sounds 
To experience solitude 
To experience natural quiet 
To enjoy the sounds of nature 
To be away from crowds of people 
Natural Connection/Renewal 
To experience psychological renewal 
To be self-reliant in wilderness 
To be in touch with my spiritual values 
To experience a sense of connection w/nature 
To feel small in a vast landscape 
To experience a spiritual connection w/nature 







































To be self-reliant in wilderness 
To experience risk 
To experience a sense of challenge 
To share an experience with other people 
To experience a positive change in mood/emotion 
To experience wildlife to have a memorable story 



















.750 2.727 29.26 
Learning 
To learn about the history and cultural significance 
of GLBA 
To learn about the plants and wildlife in GLBA 
To learn about nature conservation and 










.782 2.565 37.76 













Eigenvalue % of Variation 
(cumulative) 
Experience Glaciers 
To view scenic beauty 
To view glaciers 
To experience a recently glaciated, dynamic 
landscape 













.696 2.306 45.72 
Fishing 
To fish for sport 







.804 1.808 51.95 
Guided Wilderness Experience 
To view/photograph wildlife 
To have an adventure 










.503 1.736 57.94 
Safety .462 1.434 62.88 
To be in control of things that happen .626 2.17 .30 
To be where things are fairly safe .831 2.66 .30 
1 Overall factor includes Solitude/Natural Sounds and Natural Connection/ Renewal. 
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Type of visitor categorized by motivations 
An Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was completed to identify statistical 
differences between motivations and visitor group (Table 6), followed by the Hochberg 
or Games-Howell post-hoc test to determine where differences occur. There are subtle 
statistically significant differences among mean scores between groups, and each visitor 
group, with the exception of residents, scored highest for being motivated by seeking a 
glacial experience. All groups were least motivated by fishing, but independent boaters 
and residents scored higher than other groups in this category. In addition to experiencing 
glaciers, day boat users were highly motivated by a guided wilderness experience and 
solitude/natural sounds. Independent, non-motorized visitors were highly motivated by 
solitude/natural sounds and natural connection/renewal. Tour vessel users were highly 
motivated by learning, while independent boaters were interested in solitude/natural 
sounds and a guided wilderness experience. Visitors on charter vessels were highly 
motivated by solitude/natural sounds, natural connection/renewal and learning. The 
highest score for residents was solitude/natural sounds, followed by experiencing glaciers 
and natural connection/renewal. Independent, non-motorized visitors were more 

















4.35a 3.65b 3.17c 3.85abc 4.50ab 4.48a 21.34 .000 
3.90a 2.83cd 2.56d 3.07bd 3.89abc 3.64ab 23.27 .000 
3.61a 2.47b 2.30b 3.15a 3.02ab 3.16a 30.59 .000 
3.17bc 3.53a 3.58ac 3.24ab 3.60ab 2.89b 4.72 .022 
4.35a 4.45a 4.23a 4.15ab 4.50ab 3.74b 7.74 .000 
1.48bcd 1.51bc 1.17d 2.68a 1.20cd 2.14ab 9.12 .000 
3.71b 3.95a 3.39bc 3.54abc 3.45abc 3.03c 13.96 .000 
Alaskan Wilderness Experience 
Solitude/Natural Sounds4 





Guided Wilderness Experience4 
Safety3 2.53ab 2.46ab 2.09b 2.94a 2.20ab 2.58ab 3.35 .006 
1 Values are means. 
2 Concepts are derived from factor analysis of all 29 questions and are coded on a 5-point scale identical to that of the variables: “Extremely” = 5, 
“Very” = 4, “Moderately” = 3, “Slightly” = 2, “Not at All” = 1.  
3 Means followed by the same letter are not significantly different with the Hochberg procedure at p<.05. 
4 Means followed by the same letter are not significantly different with the Games-Howell procedure at p<.05. 
A K-means cluster analysis was completed using the standardized factor scores derived from the PCA in order to 
further classify and describe visitor experiences. A three-cluster solution resulted from several iterations of the K-means 
procedure (Table 7), where higher cluster scores suggest that the factor is an important component of that cluster. Results were 
interpreted to determine which visitor type was represented in each cluster based on visitor responses to the 29-item experience 
scale. The first cluster, accounting for 16% (58) of visitors, is comprised of visitors looking to experience a recently glaciated, 
dynamic landscape to view scenic beauty and glaciers. Although this is the smallest cluster, there is a small proportion of
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visitors within each visitor group represented, with the exception of charter vessel 
visitors. The second cluster, accounting for 42% (147) of visitors, reported high levels of 
importance for a guided wilderness experience. Sixty-one percent of visitors traveling on 
the day boat are represented in this cluster. Finally, the third cluster is comprised of 42% 
(148) of visitors looking for solitude, natural sounds, adventure, and learning. The 
majority (69%) of independent, non-motorized visitors are represented within this final 
cluster. Based on cluster means and survey results, three descriptive names were assigned 
to each cluster: 1) Glacier Experience; 2) Guided Wilderness Experience; and 3) Remote 
Wilderness Experience. Proportions of visitors from each population are distributed 
between clusters for additional clarity (Table 8). 
Table  7. Cluster analysis of factor scores1 from experience scales. 
Visitor Classification






Alaskan Wilderness Experience -.348 -.364 .498 
Adventure -.132 -.295 .344 
Learning -.239 -.261 .352 
Experience Glaciers -1.621 .385 .253 
Fishing .042 .155 -.171 
Guided Wilderness Experience -.386 .669 -.514 
Safety .039 -.071 .055 
N 58 147 148 
N = 353 




Table  8. Proportion of population distributed between clusters for each user group. 
Visitor Group 
Cluster  
(Type of Visitor) 
Resident Independent 
Backcountry 




Glacier Experience 5 11 22 16 4 - 
Guided Wilderness Experience 1 6 122 13 4 1 
Remote Wilderness Experience 13 37 57 32 7 2 
N 19 54 201 61 15 3 
Total N = 353 
Overall quality of experience  
A one-way ANOVA was conducted to better understand where statistical differences exist between each visitor group and the quality 
of their experience. Table 9 presents mean scores for visitor quality of experience based on previous constructs (derived from 2017 
PCA) on a scale from (5) “very good” to (1) “very poor.” The quality of experiencing glaciers was not statistically significantly 
different between visitor groups, and was the highest scored construct for day boat, tour vessel and Gustavus airport visitors. 
Independent backcountry visitors scored highest for quality of viewing wildlife and opportunities for adventure, and are statistically 
significantly different (p <.000) from day boat visitors for all items. Gustavus airport visitors are statistically different (p <.000) from 
all other populations when it comes to quality of opportunities for adventure, with scores between the independent backcountry 
visitors (higher) and day boat/tour vessel visitors (lower). Day boat, tour vessel and Gustavus airport visitors are not statistically 
significantly different for any construct, except the quality of adventure opportunities. The lowest reported quality was for 
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opportunities for adventure, but that response was exclusive to guided, motorized visitors. 
Due to the nature of this analysis, it is important to note the Gustavus airport 
population consisted of individuals that traveled via charter vessel (6%) and those that 
visited via day boat (94%). An additional one-way ANOVA was completed to determine 
if the day boat population and those that rode the day boat but were sampled at the 
Gustavus airport were statistically different or if they should be considered one sample 
population. There was a significant statistical difference in mean scores in the quality of 
opportunities for adventure between populations. Therefore, both the day boat and the 









Day Boat Tour Vessel Gustavus Airport5 F- ratio p value 
4.61a 4.20b 4.34ab 4.40ab 4.79 .000 
4.69a 4.37b 4.46b 4.45b 5.81 .000 
4.83a 3.83c 3.73c 4.16b 22.26 .000 
4.74 4.77 4.80 4.80 3.23 .777 
Alaskan Wilderness Experience 
     Solitude & Natural Sounds3                      
     Natural Connection & Renewal3 
Opportunities for Adventure3 
Experience Glaciers4 
Opportunities to View Wildlife3 4.87a 4.49b 4.39b 4.56b 21.78 .000 
1 Values are means. 
2 Constructs are derived from 2017 survey data and are coded on a 5-point scale identical to that of the variables: “Very Good” = 5, “Good” = 4, “Average” = 3, 
“Poor” = 2, “Very Poor” = 1.  
3 Means followed by the same letter are not statistically significantly different with the Hochberg procedure at p<.05. 
4 Means followed by the same letter are not statistically significantly different with the Games-Howell procedure at p<.05.
5 Gustavus airport was comprised of 8 participants that visited via charter vessel and 120 participants that traveled via day boat. 
Manual coding for open-ended questions regarding overall trip quality was completed using NVivo. Respondents reported 
wildlife (44%), learning (27%) and experiencing glaciers (26%) added most to their overall trip (Table 10), while almost half (43%) of 
the total population said nothing detracted from their experience in GLBA. For those who did report a negative experience, weather 
(14%), cruise ships sightings (12%), and interactions with other visitors (6%) were reported (Table 11). Negative visitor encounters 
were only reported by visitors participating in guided, motorized experiences, and those encounters most often involved visitors not 
sharing space on vessels, being too loud, or in one case, climbing on a piece of ice up bay.
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Table  7. Factors that added most to the visitor experience for the total sample population. 
























Facilities & services 
Natural quiet 
Remoteness 
Kayaking 19 2.65 
Reported percentages refer to concepts that were conveyed by >2.5% of the population. 
N=781 
*Frequencies and percentages exceed 100% because multiple answers could be given per survey.
1 Wildlife general category is comprised of viewing wildlife (42%) and positive encounters with wildlife 
(2%), which were solely reported by independent backcountry visitors. 
2 Learning general category refers to mainly NPS interpretive interactions (23%), including rangers, 
presentations, and materials. 
3 The boat tour general category is comprised of experiences on/with the day boat (13%), charter 
vessels (0.4%), and tour vessels (1%).  
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Table  8. Factors that detracted most from visitor experience for the total population. 











Cruise ship sightings 
Facilities & Services1 
Other visitors2 
Anthropogenic sounds3 
Presence of insects 
Wildlife4 
Seeing motorized boats            
   (other than cruise ships) 
20 2.89 
Reported percentages refer to concepts that were conveyed by >2.5% of the population. 
N=693 
*Frequencies and percentages exceed 100% because multiple answers could be given per survey. 
1 Facilities and services refer to the lodge (2.7%), day boat (1.9%) and interpretive experiences (i.e. 
Tribal house not being open) (1.4%), as well as transportation and food options. 
2 Other visitor general category is comprised of conflict (3.2%), crowding (2.5%), and other (0.3%).
3 Anthropogenic sound refers to engine noise (2.3%), aircrafts (1.2%), and PA systems (0.9%). 
4 Wildlife general category is comprised of a lack of wildlife viewing opportunities (2.6%) and negative 
interactions with wildlife (0.6%), specifically coastal brown bears. 
As a measure of experience quality, visitors reported if/how frequently they 
encountered social encounters and how those encounters affected their experience. The 
pre-determined list of encounters included litter, cruise ships, human waste, etc. (Table 
12). Data were separated into guided, motorized and independent, non-motorized visitors. 
Day boat, tour vessel and Gustavus airport visitors were most bothered by litter, but very 
few visitors (6%) encountered litter. The majority of visitors who were on a guided, 
motorized trip encountered cruise ships  (about two on average), reporting that seeing 
cruise ships bothered them “slightly.” Independent, non-motorized visitors reported many 
items on the list as having low levels of effect, while the element that bothered them the 
most was cruise ships, seeing an average of six per visit. The vast majority of 
independent visitors saw cruise ships; however, the overall effect was between slight and 
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moderate. Overall, most social encounters did not negatively affect the visitor experience. 










Guided, Motorized Visitors1 
Litter 3.22 2.40 36 627 
Cruise ship 2.16 2.09 601 72 
Propeller-driven aircraft 1.36 2.48 137 523 
Motorized boats (other than cruise ships) 1.33 4.24 578 89 
Groups you saw who were on the water 1.21 2.99 319 339 
Tents on the beach 1.13 2.72 160 502 
People on the beach 1.11 6.70 345 320 
Groups you saw who were on land 1.11 2.45 316 344 
Kayaks 1.05 6.81 535 132 
Independent Backcountry Visitors2 
Cruise ship 2.71 6.51 106 11 
Litter 2.31 1.62 35 83 
Propeller-driven aircraft 2.03 3.30 71 45 
Motorized boats (other than cruise ships) 2.01 7.74 102 16 
People on the beach 1.32 6.06 80 38 
Groups you saw who were on land 1.31 2.03 73 45 
Tents on the beach 1.30 4.20 72 46 
Kayaks 1.18 6.81 111 7 
Groups you saw who were on the water 1.16 2.64 86 32 
Backcountry Specific Items2
Campfire rings 1.76 1.17 26 92 
Human waste 1.75 1.17 12 106 
Hiker-made campsites (e.g. soil 
compaction, vegetation trampling due 
to tends, tent rocks) 
1.35 2.55 45 73 
Hiker-made trails 1.30 1.42 24 94 
Cut bushes and tress 1.17 3.00 6 112 
NPS backcountry staff (such as law 
enforcement and researchers) 
1.11 2.17 27 91 
1 Guided, motorized visitor N = 698 
2 Independent backcountry visitor N = 124 
3 Means are based on a 5-point scale: “Extremely” = 5, “Very” = 4, “Moderately” = 3, “Slightly” = 2, 
“Not at all” = 1. 
4 Values may not equal total N due to missing values. 
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Relevant Historical Data 
More males (57%) visited GLBA in 1978, increasing to 58.5% males in 1984. 
The average camper age stayed relatively similar between the two sampling periods: 30.8 
and 31.8 years old. There was little difference between the average education level of 
visitors (16.7 and 16.6 respectively), translating to 16 years of education (e.g. bachelor’s 
degree, trade-school, etc.). Annual (i.e. family) income was included on the 1978 survey, 
resulting in the majority of visitors making less than $19,999 [$9,999 or less (26.8%), and 
$10,000 – $19,999 (34.2%)]. Race was not included in the survey. 
Motivations were measured by asking visitors to rank the “importance of selected 
factors relative to enjoyment of the backcountry” (Salvi & Johnson, 1985). Ten 
constructs were addressed: views of glaciers, seeing wildlife, physical challenge, solitude, 
fishing, avoiding certain wildlife, fellowship with party members, observing wildflowers 
and other vegetation, wildness, and seeing other parties. The majority of constructs were 
comparable between years, except fishing and avoiding certain wildlife. For both years, 
viewing glaciers, wildness, seeing wildlife and solitude were ranked as the more 
important factors, while seeing other parties ranked as the least important factor. 
When comparing historical data to our current research, there were a few 
assumptions that needed to be made during interpretations. The motivations measured in 
1978 and 1984, for example, mirror many of the current motivational constructs from the 
2017 analysis (Table 13). Viewing glaciers, solitude, and fishing were three constructs 
that directly compared. Others were compared relative to scale items found within our 
current constructs, pairings include: “seeing wildlife” as “guided wilderness experience;” 
“physical challenge” as “adventure;” “observing wildflowers and other vegetation” as 
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“learning;” “wildness” as “natural connection and renewal;” and “seeing other parties” as 
“safety.” A construct included in the 1984 survey that may be comparable to pair with 
“safety” would be “avoiding certain wildlife,” but this was only measured one year 
opposed to both and was therefore excluded. 
Table  10. Motivations for visiting the backcountry: Comparison of 1978, 1984, and 2017 Glacier 
Bay studies. 
1978 1984 2017 
Historical Constructs Mean1 Mean2 Mean2 Current Constructs 
1.5 4.3 4.35 Experience Glaciers 
1.9 4.2 3.71 Guided Wilderness Experience 
2.9 3.1 3.61 Adventure 
1.9 3.9 4.35 Solitude 
NA 1.5 1.48 Fishing 
2.2 3.4 3.17 Learning 
1.4 4.3 3.90 Natural Connection/Renewal 





Observing wildflowers & other      
     vegetation 
Wildness 
Seeing other parties 4.7 1.4 2.53 Safety 
Adapted from Johnson (1979) and Salvi and Johnson (1985). 
1 Means are based on a 5-point scale: “Very Important” = 1, 2, “Somewhat Important” = 3, 4, “Not 
Important” = 5. 
2 Means are based on a 5-point scale: “Extremely Important” = 5, “Very Important” = 4, “Moderately 
Important” = 3, “Somewhat Important” = 2, “Not Important” = 1. 
Two components used to evaluate the visitor experience were appropriate for 
historical comparisons: 1) evidence of human use seen in the backcountry and the effect 
it had one their experience, and 2) sightings of other parties and crafts in relation to 
preferences. The effects of these sightings were measured using a four-point scale 
ranging from (1) “did not see” to (4) “yes-very bothered” (Salvi & Johnson, 1985). The 
sight of litter increased very slightly (1.4%) between the two studies, but was rated as the 
most bothersome for both years (mean of 1.7). There was an increase in sightings for 
hiker-made trails and campsites from 1978 to 1984; however, the majority of visitors that 




Table  11. Evidence of human use seen in the backcountry: Comparison of 1978, 1984, and 2018 Glacier Bay studies. 
Percent 









Human waste 1978 94.2 1.3 1.9 2.6 1.1 
1984 92.7 2.1 3.1 2.1 1.1 
2018 1.75 
Campfire rings 1978 71.1 15.2 10.5 3.2 1.5 
1984 72.5 13.4 9.9 4.2 1.5 
2018 1.76 
Litter 1978 67.4 7.2 10.7 14.7 1.7 
1984 68.8 3.1 14.5 13.6 1.7 
2018 2.31 
Cut bushes or trees 1978 91.0 5.1 2.6 1.3 1.1 
1984 90.1 4.5 4.0 1.4 1.2 
2018 1.17 
Hiker-made trails 1978 59.9 28.5 10.6 1.0 1.5 
1984 51.8 35.2 11.8 1.2 1.6 
2018 1.30 
Hiker-made campsites 1978 61.4 25.7 11.6 1.3 1.5 
1984 53.1 31.9 12.1 2.9 1.6 
2018 1.35 
Adapted from Johnson (1979) and Salvi and Johnson (1985). 
1 Means for 1978 and 1984 are based on a 4-point scale ranging from (1) “did not see” to (4) “yes-very bothered.” 
2 Means for 2018 are based on a 5-point scale ranging from (1) “not at all bothered” to (5) “extremely bothered.”
Visitors reported the number of social encounters during their trip, in addition to their resulting preferences (Table 15). For the 




cruise ships, and propeller-driven aircrafts. Over the two study years, the number of sightings for each encounter reported at “about 
right” decreased, while encounters that visitors reported as “preferred less” increased. The majority of visitors reported that they 
preferred seeing less or no cruise ships and propeller-driven aircrafts.  
Table  15. Campers’ reactions to sightings of other parties and crafts: Comparison of 1978 and 1984 Glacier Bay studies. 
Percent 
Type of Sighting 
Preferred 




Many More Did Not Matter N 
Parties on land 1978 11.4 8.8 66.5 2.6 0.3 10.4 308 
1984 6.4 10.5 64.2 1.7 1.0 16.2 419 
Parties on water 1978 7.6 3.3 66.4 6.0 0.4 16.3 301 
1984 3.8 8.9 60.8 3.8 1.3 21.4 416 
Cruise ships 1978 28.5 17.2 42.3 1.0 0.0 11.0 309 
1984 28.4 23.9 36.1 0.0 0.0 11.6 415 
Propeller-driven 
aircrafts 
1978 33.6 29.7 28.3 0.7 0.0 7.7 300 
1984 30.5 39.9 20.0 0.2 0.2 9.2 416 
Adapted from Johnson (1979) and Salvi and Johnson (1985). 
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Discussion 
 Identifying potential visitor motivations has long been applied in recreation 
research to better understand visitor behavior (Alexandris et al., 2009; Miller et al., 
2018), and with the addition of evaluating the quality of visitor experiences, this type of 
research can inform management decisions (Manning, 2011; Newman et al., 2015). 
Furthermore, classifying visitors based on motivation can provide specialized guidance 
for different visitor types, independent of activity type and setting. Determining 
longitudinal trends in visitor use has the potential to reinforce and support development 
of these strategies. As such, this paper provides support for management of multiple 
visitor groups with varying motivations and experiences in the open-water, dispersed 
environment found in Glacier Bay National Park & Preserve. 
Based on this investigation, eight motivation categories were determined among 
the six different visitor groups surveyed (Table 5): Alaskan wilderness experience (i.e. 
solitude and natural sounds, natural connection and renewal), adventure, learning, 
experiencing glaciers, fishing, a guided wildlife viewing experience, and safety. Similar 
to previous literature, the motivations of GLBA visitors are not uncommon to wilderness 
recreation experiences and conform to known outdoor recreation constructs such as 
achievement, physical and social escape, learning and risk reduction (Driver, 1983; 
Manfredo et al., 1996). All GLBA visitors are highly motivated by the opportunity to 
experience glaciers, possibly due to the fact that this opportunity is not as easily 
accessible in other PPAs and therefore represents a site specific motivation. Independent 
backcountry visitors are more motivated by solitude and natural sounds, natural 
connection and renewal, and adventure, which is not surprising as their activity type is 
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rooted in an autonomous wilderness experience away from crowds and motorized boats. 
Those riding the day boat are motivated by having a guided, wilderness experience, 
which consists of photography, adventure and a safety component. Residents are mostly 
motivated by solitude and natural sounds (i.e. escape), even more so than experiencing 
glaciers. Tour vessel visitors are motivated by learning, while those visiting via charter 
vessel or independent boaters are motivated by solitude and natural sounds. Visitor 
responses to relevant open-answer questions further supported these findings. 
There has been extensive research exploring visitor motivations in relation to 
setting and activity type (e.g. Vogelsong, Graefe, Confer, Solan, & Kramp, 1998; Graefe, 
Schuster, Green, & Cordell, 2010). To better understand GLBA visitors, their experience 
and differences among activity types, we classified individuals based on their reported 
motivations. Based on the seven motivational constructs, there were three different types 
of visitors determined: (1) Glacier Experience, (2) Guided Wilderness Experience, and 
(3) Remote Wilderness Experience (Table 7). The majority of visitors fit into two groups:
a remote wilderness experience (42%) and a guided wilderness experience (42%). Fewer 
visitors fit into cluster 3, a glacier experience (16%), but each population, with the 
exception of charter vessel visitors, were represented in some capacity. This suggests that 
experiencing glaciers is important across all visitor groups, which is further supported by 
the ANOVA results (Table 6). The majority of day boat visitors fit into the guided 
wilderness experience (cluster 2), while the majority of independent backcountry visitors 
fit into the remote wilderness experience (cluster 3) (Table 8). This suggests that those 
traveling via day boat are seeking a controlled, safe experience, while those traveling in 
an independent backcountry setting are more interested in solitude, natural connection, 
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and learning as motives for their experience. It is important to note that although almost 
two-thirds of day boat visitors were motivated by a guided wilderness experience and 
over two-thirds of independent backcountry visitors were motivated by a remote 
wilderness experience, each activity type is represented across all three clusters. This 
supports the notion that there are no definitive patterns across populations, suggesting 
that management should not categorize visitors based simply on mode of travel or 
activity type, but rather consider a range of motivations amongst different populations. 
The motivations of GLBA visitors and the subtle differences based on activity type 
provide additional empirical evidence in support of past research. 
Evaluating the overall quality of visitor experiences is important for effective 
management and, similar to motivation literature, quality and satisfaction have been 
explored in recreation research for decades (e.g. Fletcher & Fletcher, 2003; Kao et al., 
2008; Wang et al., 2009). In GLBA, visitors are reporting good to very good experiences 
overall (Table 9), which may be the result of several phenomenon, such as displacement 
of previously dissatisfied visitors or the fact that this visit is leisure time and therefore the 
quality is automatically considered positively (Manning, 2011). Similar to motivational 
trends, the quality of visitor experiences differ subtly between activity types. Gustavus 
airport visitors, although comprised mostly of visitors traveling via day boat (94%), had a 
statistically significantly lower mean score compared to the day boat population for 
opportunities for adventure. This may have been caused by the timing of survey 
administration to Gustavus airport visitors resulting in a delayed response after their 
experience had ended, allowing for additional reflection. While guided, motorized 
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was still between average and good. There is very little that detracts from the overall 
visitor experience; however, in terms of management, the number of cruise ship sightings 
detracted from 12% of the total sample population’s experience. Specific to independent 
backcountry visitors, cruise ships and anthropogenic sounds negatively affected their 
experience the most. The data suggests visitors may benefit from receiving additional 
information to better prepare for their trip, specifically regarding weather, available 
facilities and services, and the presence of insects (Table 11). 
Because recreational experiences are multidimensional and complex (e.g. 
Roggenbuck et al., 1993; Borrie & Birzell, 2001), identifying both positive and negative 
elements of the experience can often times be more helpful to managers than visitor 
reports of overall quality (Williams, 1989; Manning, 2011). Visitors reported limited 
social encounters and stated that those encounters only slightly to moderately affected 
their experience (Table 12), indicating that the frequency of these encounters was quite 
low and have not yet reached or surpassed the point where they are diminishing the 
visitor experience. Although only 6% of guided, motorized visitors reported seeing litter, 
it had the greatest effect on their experience. The element that bothered independent 
backcountry visitors the most was cruise ships, seeing an average of six during their visit. 
Additional factors that detracted from their experience included seeing/hearing cruise 
ships, hearing other motor boats, and vessel wakes. Ultimately, it seems that experiencing 
motorized use was the only thing that visitors reported as detracting from their 
backcountry experience, suggesting that they are searching for a very remote, purist 
experience. Although visitors are reporting high quality experiences, these factors 
detracting from experiential quality provide managers with tangible elements to focus 
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their planning efforts, especially in backcountry settings. 
Historical Trends 
Not surprisingly, socio-demographics have shifted slightly, with an increase in 
female visitors at 49.2% in 2017 and 52.1% in 2018, an average age range of 30 to 50 
years old, and the majority of visitors having a Master’s level degree (39.7%). When 
comparing annual household income, changing income distribution must be considered - 
a 275% increase has occurred from 1978 to 2017 (Bureau of Labor Statistics, n.d.). The 
range of visitor annual incomes has not changed dramatically. In 1978, for example, 
34.2% of visitors had incomes ranging from $10,000 to $19,999 – translating to about 
$37,000 to $75,000 in 2017. Of visitors responding in 2017, 33.3% fit within this range. 
Forty-six percent reached beyond $75,000 in 2017, and 38.7% reached beyond $19,999 
in 1978. 
A trend that is easily identifiable within visitors 40 years ago to the present are the 
top motivations for visiting: opportunities to experience glaciers, natural connection and 
renewal, and solitude (Table 13). Solitude has become a stronger motivation over the 
years, which may be the result of visitors deciding to travel farther distances and to more 
remote locations in order to successfully escape and find solitude as uncrowded, truly 
isolated areas in PPAs have become more difficult to locate. Adventure is another 
motivation that has become stronger over the years, which supports claims made by 
Cordell (2012) regarding increasing activity trends. Between years, fishing and safety 
were both rated as less important motivations for independent backcountry visitors. 
Assessing trends of social encounters and the effect they have on the visitor 
experience may provide clarity to managers regarding potentially problematic 
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interactions between backcountry campers and other visitor-related factors. Campers 
from 1978 and 1984 reported that their encounters with litter had the greatest negative 
effect on their experience (Table 14). Although the mean for both studies was 1.7 (did not 
see – yes, not bothered), the majority of visitors that encountered litter reported that they 
were very to somewhat bothered by it than not. This mirrors the current trend in which 
backcountry users reported that their experience was slightly to moderately affected after 
seeing litter. Although the historical studies measured the effect of encountering cruise 
ships and propeller-driven aircrafts using preferences, the results suggest similar 
conclusions. More than half of visitors within the 1978 and 1984 studies reported that 
they would prefer seeing fewer to no propeller-driven aircrafts and cruise ships (Table 
15). Visitors in 2018 ranked cruise ship encounters as having the greatest negative effect 
on their trip (slight to moderate effect), and those that saw propeller-driven aircrafts said 
it slightly affected their experience. To give perspective to just how many encounters 
visitors were basing their evaluations on, in 1978, visitors saw an average of 2.6 cruise 
ships and 5.2 propeller-driven aircrafts during their trip, an average of 3 cruise ships and 
8.9 propeller-driven aircrafts in 1984, and 6.51cruise ships and 3.3 propeller-driven 
aircrafts in 2018.  
There are four strong suggestions supported by these comparisons: 1) visitor 
socio-demographics are shifting to older, highly educated, and wealthy individuals; 2) 
visitors continue to be highly motivated by experiencing glaciers, natural connection and 
renewal, and solitude; 3) encounters with litter, cruise ships and propeller-driven aircrafts 
continue to detract from the visitor experience; and 4) there has been an increase in cruise 
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are clear historical trends identified in this research, comparisons regarding complex 
recreational experiences, both in terms of visitor motivations and experience quality, can 
potentially represent slightly different meanings over time and should be interpreted 
accordingly. 
Management Implications  
The above analyses highlight several managerially important elements of GLBA 
visitors. By thoroughly understanding motivations and the quality of experiences across 
activity types, managers can better develop and implement strategies providing more 
meaningful experiences. In GLBA, there are a handful of activity-based recreationist 
types and they all differ subtly based on their motivations for visiting. Although there are 
these statistically subtle differences, there are no definitive patterns across populations, 
suggesting that these visitor groups are not homogenous within their chosen activity or 
mode of travel, and should be managed accordingly. Additionally, visitors are 
experiencing high quality trips with the exception of encountering litter and 
seeing/hearing cruise ships and other motorized vessels. This information is useful when 
making decisions surrounding the preservation of non-motorized waters, limiting cruise 
ship and/or motorized vessels up bay, and possibly even initiatives to reduce the 
occurrence of litter. Finally, unique to this study, comparisons between current and 
historical data allow managers to see trends between two distinct periods of time. 
Viewing glaciers and experiencing natural connection and renewal were the top-rated 
motivations between all three studies. In response, managers could potentially educate 
visitors on the significance and risks associated with receding tide-water glaciers, 
warming waters, and climate change as a whole, while also preserving wilderness areas 
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used for connection and renewal. 
Considering the results from both the current and historical research presented, 
these findings can be useful to other PPA managers located in southeastern Alaska, 
including state and local parks. Combining visitor motivations and overall quality of 
experiences with comparisons to visitor type can be employed in other settings as well to 
better inform management strategies. Future research could explore motivations with a 
contemporary mindset, specifically examining how climate change, globalization and 
access to backcountry technologies influence visitor motivations. It is important to 
acknowledge, however, that GLBA may not be a suitable laboratory for some 
contemporary matters (e.g. social media) due to the demographics of their visitors. 
Additionally, the influence of visitor motivations on spatial patterns across a landscape 
could be explored as well. Newton (2016) investigated this in Grand Teton National Park, 
but was limited to one activity type within a landscape confined by a finite number of 
designated trails. Exploring motivational influences on spatial movement among 
kayakers, backpackers, and motorized vessels could further support the notion that 
motivations can act as a predictor for visitor behavior. A limitation to this research, 
however, is that this study investigated one national park in southeastern Alaska. 
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CONCLUSIONS & IMPLICATIONS 
The primary aims of this research were to explore current visitor motivations and 
experience quality in Glacier Bay National Park, Alaska, and to contextualize these 
findings with a unique investigation of historical GLBA data. These aims were met by 
studying visitor motivations across activity types, analyzing the quality of visitor 
experiences using defined indicators, and comparing historical independent backcountry 
visitor dimensions to contemporary findings. A principal component factor analysis was 
utilized to identify visitor motivations, along with a cluster analysis to classify visitors 
according to their motivations, and multiple Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) tests were 
performed to determine motivation differences across activity types. This following 
chapter summarizes these findings, and details management implications, research 
limitations, and future research considerations. 
Summary of Findings 
This thesis addressed three research questions regarding visitor motivations, 
quality of visitor experience, and historical comparisons and contextualization in Glacier 
Bay National Park, Alaska. The following section summarizes results for each research 
question.  
Q1: What impels visitors to travel to and experience Glacier Bay National Park, and 
are there statistical differences in motivations based on visitor activity type or mode 
of travel?   
First, visitor motivations were identified using a principal component factor 
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constructs, which were consequently reduced in cluster groupings by a K-means cluster 
analysis. The resulting groupings are as follows: 1) Glacier Experience, 2) Guided 
Wilderness Experience, and 3) Remote Wilderness Experience. An ANOVA with post-
hoc tests were employed to determine if visitors participating in different activities held 
different motivations. We found that although different visitor groups (based on activity 
types/mode of travel) had statistically different motivations, the differences were subtle. 
Interestingly, each activity type was represented in each of the three clusters. Thus, there 
was broad representation of all activity types across visitor motivations. We suggest 
management should be planned accordingly (i.e. focusing efforts surrounding broad 
motivations, opposed to developing strategies for specific activity types).  
Q2: Are visitors to Glacier Bay National Park having quality experiences? What 
elements are positively and negatively affecting the visitor experience? 
Overall visitors experienced high quality trips with few detractions. There were 
statistical differences between the quality of certain factors and activity type, based on an 
ANOVA. Similar to motivational trends, these differences were subtle. Visitors, 
independent of activity type, consistently reported opportunities to experience glaciers as 
being good to very good. The majority of factors were rated as good to very good quality, 
except for opportunities for adventure, which was rated between good and average 
quality among the guided, motorized visitors. Elements that detracted from the visitor 
experience included litter, cruise ships and propeller-driven aircrafts, and can be 
addressed by managers in their planning process. 
Q3: Have current visitor demographics, motivations and experience quality changed 
over the past 40 years? 
85 
Visitor demographics have changed over the years from younger, educated and 
relatively affluent backcountry campers to older, highly educated, and wealthy 
individuals. Visitor motivations have remained stable over time, with opportunities to 
view glaciers, natural connection and renewal, and solitude all ranking as most important. 
Visitors have remained less motivated by activities like fishing and concerns like safety. 
Elements affecting experiential quality have remained comparable as well. Visitors from 
both time periods reported encountering litter, cruise ships and propeller-driven aircrafts 
as detracting most from their experiences. Although these trends can be meaningful for 
managers, it is important to remember that both social conditions and visitor evaluations 
should be observed and measured over time to assess reliability and accuracy of historical 
trends (Kuentzel & Heberlein, 2003). 
Management Implications 
As the first two chapters illustrate, understanding visitor motivations and 
experience quality is critical for managers to develop and implement effective strategies 
that protect resources while simultaneously offering meaningful experiences. Although 
this study was conducted in Glacier Bay National Park, the concepts and issues addressed 
in this research are applicable to other coastal Alaskan parks and protected areas. The 
historical component further supports central themes among visitors to this coastal 
Alaskan park. 
As previously stated, we found that visitor motivations differ statistically between 
activity types, however, these differences were very subtle. Additionally, based on the 
cluster analysis, there were no definitive patterns found across populations. Both of these 
findings suggest that these visitor groups, independent of their chosen activity or mode of 
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travel, share motivations for visiting GLBA and should be managed as a whole. For 
example, all visitor groups, both past and present, were highly motivated by the 
opportunity to experience glaciers. Based on this information, in conjunction with current 
threats of climate change (IPCC, 2019), managers might consider supplementary 
educational and interpretive materials informing visitors about receding tide-water 
glaciers or alternative routes for day boat excursions to maximize opportunities to view 
glaciers. Additionally, visitors were highly motivated by natural connection/renewal and 
solitude, suggesting several current policies (e.g. capping backcountry group sizes to 12, 
regulating non-motorized boat areas, and limiting the number of cruise ships up bay 
daily) are already addressing issues in support of optimal visitor experiences and should 
continue to do so. 
Although visitors are experiencing high quality trips overall, encountering litter, 
cruise ships, propeller-driven aircrafts and other motorized boats were all aspects that 
detracted from the visitor experience. Only 8% of all visitors saw litter, but those that saw 
it reacted very negatively, suggesting additional initiatives to reduce litter up bay and in 
Bartlett Cove would be supported. In order to minimize effects of propeller-driven 
aircrafts, managers could potentially institute no-fly zones where aircrafts are restricted. 
These areas can then be communicated to backcountry visitors allowing them to make 
their own decisions on ideal camping locations.  
Research Limitations 
The results of this study are not completely generalizable as it was conducted in 
one national park over a limited period of time. Glacier Bay National Park & Preserve 
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implications may be extended where similar landscapes, available recreational activities, 
and visitor characteristics are present. It is important to note limitations while interpreting 
open-ended questions. Although there were steps taken to minimize researcher bias while 
coding open-ended responses, there is always potential that the results would not be 
100% replicable (Vaske, 2008). With multiple interpreters, cross-referencing results and 
the use of NVivo for organization, we can say with confidence that the results presented 
are representative of visitor reports. Finally, historical comparisons were made based on 
reported percentages, frequencies, and averages. Without raw data, we were unable to test 
statistically significant differences between mean scores for motivations or experience 
quality, which means that our analysis of historical trends are qualitative, without 
statistical interpretation. These observational trends across years, however, can still 
provide helpful information and guidance as comparable constructs and indicators were 
used between studies to measure visitor dimensions. 
Future Research Considerations 
There are many opportunities for future research of the kind presented here within 
Glacier Bay National Park, or potentially other coastal Alaskan parks. First, exploring 
motivations with a contemporary lens (i.e. presenting scale items regarding globalization, 
climate change, and backcountry technologies) could potentially contribute to past and 
current literature surrounding motivational constructs. Second, exploring motivational 
influences on spatial behavior and movement across a landscape would be interesting in 
such a dispersed, open-water environment. Newton (2016) investigated this in Grand 
Teton National Park. Their research, however, was limited to hikers within a confined 
landscape with a finite number of designated trails. Exploring this relationship among 
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multiple visitor groups (e.g. kayakers, backpackers, and motorized vessels) in GLBA 
could further support the notion that motivations can in fact act as a predictor for visitor 
behavior. This would also provide insight into management implications for different 
areas throughout the park. Third, investigating encounters with cruise ships including a 
normative component (i.e. assessing thresholds of acceptance) could potentially provide 
clarity for visitor thresholds of acceptance. Visitors reported that encountering cruise 
ships was slightly to moderately bothersome, but how many cruise ships is too many? 
Exploring visitor thresholds of acceptance for encountering cruise ships may be helpful to 
management if they were considering changes to current policies or if park managers 
were to provide guidance to visitors that were attempting to avoid ships. Additionally, 
visitors traveling throughout the bay may be more or less likely to encounter a cruise ship 
at specific locations and times. Therefore, determining where backcountry visitor 
campsites or kayaking paths intersect with cruise ship routes could provide clarity 
surrounding visual impacts to the visitor experience. This is currently being explored 
utilizing view shed analyses, backcountry campsite data and GPS tracks for both 
kayakers and cruise ship routes. 
Conclusion 
There are several types of visitors traveling to Glacier Bay National Park and 
Preserve who choose to participate in a variety of activities and modes of travel, but the 
majority of visitors are motivated by similar opportunities provided by this park. Not only 
do many visitors share similar motivations, but they are reporting similarly high-quality 
experiences with few common elements detracting from their visit. To reinforce this 
phenomenon, both visitor motivations and indicators of quality have remained analogous 
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across 40 years of visitation. These results support the argument that understanding 
visitor dimensions provides great insight into what, why, and how resources and overall 
visitor experiences should be addressed and managed.  
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APPENDIX A  
2017 PRE-EXPERIENCE SURVEY 
Glacier Bay National Park 
Backcountry Visitor Survey 
This survey is being conducted by Utah State University and Glacier Bay National Park in 
accordance with 16 U.S. Code § 1a–7. Park managers will use this information to understand 
visitor use patterns, visitor experiences, and visitor perspectives about 
backcountry/wilderness recreation in the Park. Your participation is strictly voluntary and all 
data will be anonymous. The protocols and survey instrument have been reviewed by the 
Office of Management and Budget (control number 1024-0224) and the Institutional Review 
Board of Utah State University (IRB-8423) and are in full compliance. 
The response time is approximately 10 minutes. 
Please direct comments regarding this study to: 
Sara Doyle 
Outdoor Recreational Planner 
National Park Service 





Department of Environment and Society 
Utah State University 
chris.monz@usu.edu 
Administrative use only. 
Date: Location:
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1) What types of transportation did you use to travel to Glacier Bay National Park (GBNP)?
(Check all that apply)
 Alaska Marine Highway System Ferry
 Tour/Charter Boat (fewer than 12 passengers)
 Tour/Charter Boat (more 12 passengers)
 Personal Vehicle
 Personal Motor Boat
 Commercial Flight to Gustavus
 Other (please specify):
2) On this visit, do you [and your personal group] plan on visiting GBNP for more than 
one day?
 YES—If  YES, how many days?
NO—If  NO, how many hours?
3) Please provide the following information:
a) What is your home ZIP code?
OR, what country are you from? 
b) Including this trip, how many trips have you made to GBNP in the last 5 years?
c) Including this trip, how many trips have you made to GBNP in your lifetime?
4) How would you describe your planning for this trip? (Please select only one response)
 Carefully planned 
 Some pre-planning 
 Minimal pre-planning 
5) During this trip to GBNP, are you using a paid guide at any time? (Please check one)
 YES 
 NO 
6) During this trip, are you renting any equipment from an outfitter? (Please check one)
 YES 
 NO 




8) Please tell us all of the backcountry locations you plan on visiting during your trip to GBNP.
(Please use the map provided to determine which of the following locations you plan to
visit.) Please select “Yes” if you plan to visit, “No” if you do not plan to visit, or “Not Sure”
if you do not know whether you will visit the location.
Areas Below Correspond to Reference Map Locations Yes No Not Sure 
1. Beardslee Islands ☐ ☐ ☐
2. Non-motorized waters of Glacier Bay ☐ ☐ ☐ 
3. East Arm Glacier Bay (north of Muir Point)
☐ ☐ ☐
4. West Arm Glacier Bay (northwest of Tlingit Point) ☐ ☐ ☐ 
5. Mid Bay (Willoughby Island north to Tlingit Point
and Muir Point) ☐ ☐ ☐ 
6. Lower Bay (north of Pt. Gustavus, south of
Willoughby Island, and excluding the
Beardslee Islands )
☐ ☐ ☐ 
7.  Inland area  of the park  (more than one mile
inland from the shoreline) ☐ ☐ ☐ 
8. Dundas Bay, Taylor Bay/Fern Harbor ☐ ☐ ☐ 
9. Outer Coast ☐ ☐ ☐
Other location(s): ____________________________ 
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9) Prior to your trip, how did you and your personal group obtain information to plan
the transportation and travel-related details of your trip? (Check all that apply.)
For each source used, how helpful was the information you received? (Please
select one response for each source used or check the box if you did not use any

























































Glacier Bay National Park & Preserve 
Website 
     
Alaska Tourism website      
Other websites      
Social media (e.g., Facebook, Twitter, etc.)      
Visitor bureaus, visitor centers      
Maps, brochures or pamphlets      
Previous visits      
Travel guides and tour books      
Newspaper/magazine articles      
Radio/TV broadcasts      
Package tour/guiding companies      
Word of mouth – (e.g., friends or 
relatives) 
     
Contacting the park directly (phone, 
email) 
     
Other (Please specify.) 
10) How does your visit to GBNP fit into your overall travel plans? (Please check one)
 This park is my primary destination. 
 This park is one of several destinations. 
11) Please list the top three reasons that best describe the overall purpose of this trip to
GBNP.
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12) Please describe in a few sentences the experiences you are seeking while in
the backcountry of GBNP.
13) Below is a list of recreational activities available at GBNP. Please indicate: (A)
Which one of these activities is your primary planned activity during your current
visit (check only one), and (B) Which of all these activities you expect to
participate in during your current visit (check all that apply).
(A) 
Primary Planned Activity 
(Check ONLY one) 
(B) 
Secondary Planned 








Hiking/Walking on backcountry 
beaches 
  
Hiking/Walking in backcountry 
upland/alpine areas of the park 
  
Hiking/Walking on developed 
trails in Bartlett Cove 
  
Viewing tidewater glaciers   
Walking on glaciers/ technical 
mountaineering 
  
Camping in the backcountry   
Camping in Bartlett Cove   
Nature/Wildlife observation   
Kayaking in the backcountry   
Kayaking in Bartlett Cove   
Motor boating   
Sail boating   
Flightseeing (overflight)   
Other (please specify): 
  
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14) Below is a list of possible experiences you may want (prefer) to have while visiting
the GBNP. For each item, please indicate how important each experience is to
you on your visit to the park.
IMPORTANCE 
Experience: Not at all Slightly Moderately Very Extremely 
To experience solitude 1 2 3 4 5 
To be in control of things that happen 1 2 3 4 5 
To view/photograph wildlife 1 2 3 4 5 
To experience natural quiet 1 2 3 4 5 
To experience psychological renewal 1 2 3 4 5 
To learn about the history and 
cultural significance of the park 
1 2 3 4 5 
To fish for sport 1 2 3 4 5 
To view scenic beauty 1 2 3 4 5 
To have an adventure 1 2 3 4 5 
To be where things are fairly safe 1 2 3 4 5 
To be self-reliant in wilderness 1 2 3 4 5 
To enjoy the sounds of nature 1 2 3 4 5 
To be in touch with my spiritual values 1 2 3 4 5 
To learn about park plants and wildlife 1 2 3 4 5 
To catch fish to eat 1 2 3 4 5 
To view glaciers 1 2 3 4 5 
To experience a sense of connection 
with nature 
1 2 3 4 5 
To experience risk 1 2 3 4 5 
To be away from crowds of people 1 2 3 4 5 
To feel small in a vast landscape 1 2 3 4 5 
To experience a spiritual connection 
with nature 
1 2 3 4 5 
To learn about nature conservation 
and preservation values in the park 
1 2 3 4 5 
To experience a recently 
glaciated, dynamic landscape 
1 2 3 4 5 
To experience the diversity of the 
natural world 
1 2 3 4 5 
To share an experience with other 
people
1 2 3 4 5 
To experience a sense of challenge 1 2 3 4 5 
To be near others who could help if 
you needed them 
1 2 3 4 5 
To experience a positive change in 
mood and emotion 
1 2 3 4 5 
To experience wildlife to have a 
memorable story to tell other 
people
1 2 3 4 5 
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15) What types of transportation do you plan to use in GBNP? (Check all that apply.)
Primary Mode 
(check only 1) 
Secondary Mode 
(check all that 
apply)Hiking/Walking  
Kayaking (personal kayak)   
Kayaking (rental kayak)   
Tour Boat/Charter Boat   
Pack raft or other non-motorized vessel (besides 
kayak) 
  
Personal Motor Boat   
Personal Sail Boat   
Personal Aircraft   
Air Taxi/Charter   
Other (please specify): 




 Mountain Goats 
 Wolves 
 Birds 
 Small mammals 
 Whales 
Other (please list): 
17) How many people (including you) are in your group?
Please record the gender and age information for your group members. 
Person Taking 
Survey 











 Under 16  Under 16  Under 16  Under 16
 16-19  16-19  16-19  16-19  16-19
 20-29  20-29  20-29  20-29  20-29
 30-39  30-39  30-39  30-39  30-39
 40-49  40-49  40-49  40-49  40-49
 50-59  50-59  50-59  50-59  50-59
 60-69  60-69  60-69  60-69  60-69
 70+  70+  70+  70+  70+
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18) What is the race of each member of your personal group on this trip to GBNP? Please




Person 2 Person 3 Person 4 Person 5 
American Indian or 
Alaska Native 
    
Asian     
Black or African     
Native Hawaiian or 
other Pacific Islander 
    
White     
Don’t know  DK  DK  DK  DK  DK
19) What is the highest level of formal education you have completed?
Please select only one response.
 Less than high school
 Some high school
 High school graduate
 Vocational/trade school certificate
 Some college
 Two-year college degree
 Four-year college degree [or Bachelor’s degree]
 Master’s Degree [or other graduate degree]
 Ph.D., M.D., J.D., or equivalent
20) Which category best represents your annual household income? Please select only
one.
 Less than $25,000 $75,000 to $99,999 
$25,000 to $34,999 $100,000 to $149,999 
$35,000 to $49,999 $150,000 to $199,999 
$50,000 to $74,999   $200,000 or more 
 Prefer not to answer 
21) How would you describe your current knowledge of low-impact practices such as Leave-





APPENDIX B  
2018 POST-EXPERIENCE SURVEY - GUIDED, MOTORIZED SPECIFIC 
OMB Number: 1024-0224 
Expiration Date: 9-30-2018 
Glacier Bay National Park 
2018 Visitor Survey 
Paperwork Reduction and Privacy Act Statements: The Paperwork Reduction Act requires us to tell 
you why we are collecting this information, how we will use it, and whether or not you have to respond. 
We are authorized by the National Park Service Protection Interpretation and research in System (54 USC 
§100702) to collect this information. The routine uses of this information will be for the benefit of NPS
Managers and Planning staff of Glacier Bay National Park in future initiatives related to existing visitor use
patterns, experiences, and perspectives about backcountry recreation within the park. Your participation is
completely voluntary and can end the process at any time without being penalized in any way for choosing
to do so. All paper versions of the information collected will be destroyed at the end of the collection
period and no personal identifiable records will be maintained or stored for any purposes. Data collected
will only be reported in aggregates and no individually identifiable responses will be reported.  A Federal
agency may not conduct or sponsor, and you are not required to respond to, a collection of information
unless it displays a currently valid OMB Control Number (1024-0224). We estimate that it will take about
10 minutes to complete this questionnaire.  You may send comments concerning any aspect of this
information collection to Chris Monz, Department of Environment and Society, Utah State University;
chris.monz@usu.edu (email); or Phadrea Ponds, NPS Information Collection Coordinator, Fort Collins, CO
80525, pponds@nps.gov (email).
The response time is approximately 10 minutes. 
Please direct comments regarding this study to: 
Sara Doyle 
Outdoor Recreational Planner 
National Park Service 





Department of Environment and Society 
Utah State University 
chris.monz@usu.edu 
Administrative use only. 
Date: Location:
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1) In the past 5 years, how many trips have you made to Glacier Bay National Park, including
this trip?
 Once, this is my first time.   2   3   4-10   > 10 
If you answered >10, please specify how many times you have visited. 
_________________________ 
(Numeric value only) 
2) Over your lifetime, how many trips have you made to Glacier Bay National Park, including
this trip?
 Once, this is my first time.   2   3   4-10   > 10 
If you answered >10, please specify how many times you have visited. 
___________________________ 
(Numeric value only) 
3) Is this trip on the day boat your only experience in Glacier Bay National Park (GBNP)
backcountry during your current visit?
 YES 
 NO 
If NO, how long did you spend in the GBNP backcountry wilderness, outside of Bartlett 
Cove? 
Hours ______________________    Days __________________________ 
What was your destination? _____________________________ 
4) What about Glacier Bay National Park added most to your experience, not including visitor
services?
5) What about Glacier Bay National Park detracted most from your experience, not including
visitor services?
6) What about your Glacier Bay National Park wilderness experience added most to your
ability to experience adventure?
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7) Were you able to experience a connection to nature and a sense of renewal during your
wilderness experience in Glacier Bay National Park? 
 No  
If no, why not? 
________________________________________________________ 
 YES   
If yes, how? __________________________________________________________ 
8) Indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the statements.



































Glacier Bay National Park means a lot to me. 1 2 3 4 5 
I enjoy [recreating] in Glacier Bay National Park more than 
in any other park 
1 2 3 4 5 
I am very attached to Glacier Bay National Park 1 2 3 4 5 
I wouldn't substitute any other [park, wilderness area] for 
[what] I do in Glacier Bay National Park. 
1 2 3 4 5 
I identify strongly with Glacier Bay National Park. 1 2 3 4 5 
I get more satisfaction out of visiting Glacier Bay National 
Park than from visiting any other [wilderness] area 
1 2 3 4 5 
A [wilderness experience] in Glacier Bay National Park is 
more important than a [wilderness experience] in any 
other place. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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9) Please rate the quality of your experience in the following areas based on your visit within 

























































Natural Connection & Renewal 
(e.g., experiencing a spiritual connection with nature; 
experiencing a positive change in mood 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
Opportunities for Adventure 
(e.g., experiencing a sense of challenge; being  
self-reliant in the wilderness)  
0 1 2 3 4 5 
Solitude & Natural Sounds 
(e.g., being away from crowds of people; enjoying the 
sounds of nature) 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
Experience Glaciers 
(e.g., viewing scenic beauty and glaciers; experiencing 
a recently glaciated, dynamic landscape)  
0 1 2 3 4 5 
Opportunities to View Wildlife 



















10) Please indicate whether you saw any of the following during your Glacier Bay National Park
visit. If you did, please indicate how many and if you were bothered by what you saw.













































Cruise ships NO YES → 1 2 3 4 5 
Kayaks NO YES → 1 2 3 4 5 
Tents on the beach NO YES → 1 2 3 4 5 
Motorized boats (other than 
cruise ships) 
NO YES → 1 2 3 4 5 
People on the beach NO YES → 1 2 3 4 5 
Litter NO YES → 1 2 3 4 5 
Groups you saw who were 
on land 
NO YES → 1 2 3 4 5 
Groups you saw who were 
on the water 
NO YES → 1 2 3 4 5 
Propeller-driven aircraft NO YES → 1 2 3 4 5 
11) Did the actions or behavior of any other group or individual interfere with your enjoyment of
the wilderness on this trip?
 NO 
 YES 
If YES, how did they specifically interfere with your enjoyment of this trip? 






Limited Fair Above 
Average 
Extensive 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
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13) How would you characterize your interaction with wilderness on this trip?
None at all Very little Moderate Quite a bit A great deal 
    
Please describe how you interacted with wilderness during this trip. 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
14) Please provide the following information:
a) What is your home ZIP code? _______________
OR, what country are you from? _________________________________
15) How many people were in your group, including you? _______ [Number of people] 
16) What is your age? _________
17) What is your gender?
Male
Female 
18) Are there any other comments you would like to provide the park regarding your
wilderness experience from the day boat or the way the park manages wilderness in Glacier 





2018 POST-EXPERIENCE SURVEY - INDEPENDENT BACKCOUNTRY SPECIFIC 
OMB Number: 1024-0224 
Expiration Date: 9-30-2018 
Glacier Bay National Park 
2018 Backcountry Visitor Survey 
 
Paperwork Reduction and Privacy Act Statements: The Paperwork Reduction Act requires us to tell 
you why we are collecting this information, how we will use it, and whether or not you have to respond. 
We are authorized by the National Park Service Protection Interpretation and research in System (54 USC 
§100702) to collect this information. The routine uses of this information will be for the benefit of NPS 
Managers and Planning staff of Glacier Bay National Park in future initiatives related to existing visitor use 
patterns, experiences, and perspectives about backcountry recreation within the park. Your participation is 
completely voluntary and can end the process at any time without being penalized in any way for choosing 
to do so. All paper versions of the information collected will be destroyed at the end of the collection 
period and no personal identifiable records will be maintained or stored for any purposes. Data collected 
will only be reported in aggregates and no individually identifiable responses will be reported.  A Federal 
agency may not conduct or sponsor, and you are not required to respond to, a collection of information 
unless it displays a currently valid OMB Control Number (1024-0224). We estimate that it will take about 
12 minutes to complete this questionnaire.  You may send comments concerning any aspect of this 
information collection to Chris Monz, Department of Environment and Society, Utah State University; 
chris.monz@usu.edu (email); or Phadrea Ponds, NPS Information Collection Coordinator, Fort Collins, CO 
80525, pponds@nps.gov (email). 
 
The response time is approximately 12 minutes. 
 




Outdoor Recreational Planner 
National Park Service 






Department of Environment and Society 
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1) In the past 5 years, how many trips have you made to Glacier Bay National Park, including 
this trip? 
 
 Once, this is my first time.   2   3   4-10   > 10 
 
If you answered >10, please specify how many times you have visited.   
________________________ 




2) Over your lifetime, how many trips have you made to Glacier Bay National Park, including 
this trip? 
 
 Once, this is my first time.   2   3   4-10   > 10 
 
If you answered >10, please specify how many times you have visited. 
________________________ 




3) During your current visit, did you spend more than one day in the backcountry wilderness of 
Glacier Bay National Park (GBNP) by foot or vessel (outside of Bartlett Cove)? 
 
NO —If NO, for how long?    
Hours __________________________ 
 
YES— If YES, for how long?  





4) What types of transportation did you use while visiting GBNP? (Check all that apply.) 
 
 Check all that apply 
Hiking/Walking   
Kayaking (personal kayak)  
Kayaking (rental kayak)  
Tour Boat/Charter Boat  
Pack raft or other non-motorized vessel (besides kayak)  
Personal Motor Boat  
Personal Aircraft  
Air Taxi/Charter  
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5) Please indicate the backcountry locations you visited during your trip to GBNP by indicating 
the location and modes: 
 




Beardslee Islands ☐ ☐ ☐ 
Non-motorized waters of Glacier Bay ☐ ☐ ☐ 
East Arm Glacier Bay (north of Muir Point) ☐ ☐ ☐ 
West Arm Glacier Bay (northwest of Tlingit Point) ☐ ☐ ☐ 
Mid Bay (Willoughby Island north to Tlingit Point and Muir Point) ☐ ☐ ☐ 
Lower Bay (north of Pt. Gustavus, south of Willoughby Island, and 
excluding the Beardslee Islands) 
☐ ☐ ☐ 
Inland areas of the park (more than one mile inland from the 
shoreline) 
☐ ☐ ☐ 
Icy Strait/Cross Sound (Dundas Bay, Taylor Bay/Fern Harbor) ☐ ☐ ☐ 
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8) What about your Glacier Bay National Park backcountry wilderness experience added to your 




9) Were you able to experience a connection to nature and a sense of renewal during your 
backcountry wilderness visit in GBNP? 
 
 NO 
If no, why not?    
_____________________________________________________________ 
 YES 
 If yes, how? 
_________________________________________________________________ 
 
10) Indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the statements. 





































Glacier Bay National Park means a lot to me. 1 2 3 4 5 
I enjoy [recreating] in Glacier Bay National Park more 
than in any other park 
1 2 3 4 5 
I am very attached to Glacier Bay National Park 1 2 3 4 5 
I wouldn't substitute any other [park, wilderness area] 
for [what] I do in Glacier Bay National Park. 
1 2 3 4 5 
I identify strongly with Glacier Bay National Park. 1 2 3 4 5 
I get more satisfaction out of visiting Glacier Bay National 
Park than from visiting any other [wilderness] area 
1 2 3 4 5 
A [wilderness experience] in Glacier Bay National Park is 
more important than a [wilderness experience] in any 
other place. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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11) Please rate the quality of your experience in the following areas based on your visit within 

























































Natural Connection & Renewal 
(e.g., experiencing a spiritual connection with 
nature; experiencing a positive change in mood 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
Opportunities for Adventure 
(e.g., experiencing a sense of challenge; being  
self-reliant in the wilderness)  
0 1 2 3 4 5 
Solitude & Natural Sounds 
(e.g., being away from crowds of people; 
enjoying the sounds of nature) 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
Experience Glaciers 
(e.g., viewing scenic beauty and glaciers; 
experiencing a recently glaciated, dynamic 
landscape)  
0 1 2 3 4 5 
Opportunities to View Wildlife 
(e.g., viewing and photographing wildlife in 
nature) 

























12) Please indicate whether you saw any of the following during your Glacier Bay National Park
visit. If you did, please indicate how many and if you were bothered by what you saw.
If seen, how much did 













































Cruise ships NO 
YES 
→




1 2 3 4 5 
Tents on the beach NO 
YES 
→
1 2 3 4 5 





1 2 3 4 5 
People on the beach NO 
YES 
→
1 2 3 4 5 
NPS backcountry staff  (such 





1 2 3 4 5 
Human waste NO 
YES 
→
1 2 3 4 5 
Campfire rings NO 
YES 
→




1 2 3 4 5 
Cut bushes or trees NO 
YES 
→
1 2 3 4 5 
Hiker-made trails NO 
YES 
→
1 2 3 4 5 
Hiker-made campsites (e.g. soil 
compaction, vegetation 





1 2 3 4 5 





1 2 3 4 5 





1 2 3 4 5 
Propeller-driven aircraft NO 
YES 
→
1 2 3 4 5 
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13) Please indicate how the quantity of each of the following items during your visit affected the
quality of your wilderness experience. Please select only one for each item.
14) Did the actions or behavior of any other group or individual interfere with your enjoyment of
the wilderness on this trip?
 NO 
 YES 






































































Kayaking groups encountered 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Tents on beaches 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Motorized boats you heard (other than 
cruise ships) 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
Vessel wakes you saw, heard or felt 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Cruise ships you saw and/or heard 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Scientific research signs, including 
people and equipment 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
NPS backcountry staff (law enforcement, 
researchers) 
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15) Did you have difficulty finding a place to camp or anchor based on the number or location of 




 If yes, where? _____________________________________________________ 
 Not Applicable 
 
 
16) Please indicate if you heard the following sound during your wilderness trip. If so, how was 
your backcountry wilderness experience affected, compared to what you expected? Please select 




   
If heard, how much did this 
bother you? 








































Sound of generators NO YES → 1 2 3 4 5 
Vessel wake crashing on the beach NO YES → 1 2 3 4 5 
People shouting or speaking loudly NO YES → 1 2 3 4 5 
Loud music NO YES → 1 2 3 4 5 
Public address system aboard 
commercial vessels  
NO YES → 1 2 3 4 5 
Boat motors NO YES → 1 2 3 4 5 
Aircraft NO YES → 1 2 3 4 5 
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17) While visiting wilderness areas, how might experiencing each of the following items affect 
the quality of your backcountry wilderness experience? Please select only one for each 
item. 
 




















































Encountering NPS backcountry staff 1 2 3 4 5 
Being required to use bear cans 1 2 3 4 5 
Presence of designated campsites 1 2 3 4 5 
Presence of developed facilities (e.g. …rain 
shelters, bridges over rivers) 
1 2 3 4 5 
Presence of outhouses 1 2 3 4 5 
Presence of floating cabins or rafts 1 2 3 4 5 






18) How would you describe your current knowledge of “Leave No Trace” practices? Please 







Limited Fair Above 
Average 
Extensive 





19) What, if anything, prevented you from following Leave No Trace practices while traveling in 










20) How did the amount of information provided by the backcountry orientation video at the
















Tides 1 2 3 4 5 
Routes 1 2 3 4 5 
Bears/Food Storage 1 2 3 4 5 
Selecting campsites 1 2 3 4 5 
NPS regulations on 
what you can do 
1 2 3 4 5 
NPS regulations on 
where you can go 
1 2 3 4 5 
Day boat 
transportation 
1 2 3 4 5 
Potential challenges 1 2 3 4 5 
Importance of self-
reliance 
1 2 3 4 5 
Human waste 1 2 3 4 5 
21 a) Are there any gaps in the information provided in the backcountry orientation video and the 
NPS staff presentation that would have added to your backcountry wilderness experience?  
YES 
NO  
b) What would you [and your personal group] recommend to improve the current backcountry




22) Please provide the following information:
a) What is your home ZIP code? ____________________________
OR, what country are you from? __________________________________
23) How many people were in your group, including you? _______ [Number of 
people]
24) What is your age? _________
25) What is your gender?
  Male
  Female 
26) Are there any other comments you would like to provide the park regarding your
wilderness experience or the way the park manages wilderness in Glacier Bay National
Park?
WAIT! YOU’RE ALMOST DONE… 
For the last section of the survey, the survey attendant has two series of 
photographs of conditions that you may have experienced in Glacier Bay 
backcountry. Please notify the survey attendant that you are ready to view 
the photographs. 
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27) Please rate the following images according to how unacceptable or acceptable the
number of tents on the beach is while in wilderness. Please use the scale below to indicate












Photo 1 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3
Photo 2 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3
Photo 3 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3
Photo 4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3
Photo 5 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3
28) Please rate the following images according to how unacceptable or acceptable the coastal
conditions are while in wilderness. Please use the scale below to indicate how unacceptable












Photo 1 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3
Photo 2 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3
Photo 3 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3
Photo 4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3
Photo 5 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3
